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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Cave will attend at the Judges’ Chambers on and 
after Wednesday next. 





THE NEW RULES carrying out the resolutions of the Rule 
Committee of Judges with reference to the Procedure Committee’s 
Report have been drafted, and are in the hands of the Rule 
Committee. 





IN ANOTRER COLUMN we print an order for the transfer of 150 
causes in the Chancery Division taken from the lists of Vice- 
Chancellor Hatt, Mr. Justice Fry, and Mr. Justice Currry. 
The number transferred to Vice-Chancellor Bacon is 50, and 


the remaining 100 go to Mr. Justice Kay for the purpose | 


only of trial or hearing. The list will require careful perusal 
by those practitioners who have causes set down in either of the 
three lists from which these 150 causes are transferred. 





Ir 1s NOW CERTAIN that the Royal Courts of Justice will not 
be opened at the commencement of the Trinity Sittings, as was at 
one time anticipated. Although the work of fitting up the courts 
is proceeding with reasonable speed, it has been found impossible 
to complete them by the date provisionally fixed ; moreover, the 
central hall progresses somewhat slowly towards completion. 
The glass has been placed in most of the windows, but the marble 
pavement is not yet laid. 





SoME LITTLE TIME AGO we referred to the delay in the hear- 
ing of witness causes in the Chancery Division after they had 
been in the paper, the result being that witnesses who had been 
summoned from long distances had to be sent back ; and we men- 
tioned an instance in which a number of witnesses had been 
summoned three times, at an expense of at least £50 each time. 
We print this week a letter from an eminent country solicitor, 
giving a strange history of the vicissitudes of a witness cause in 
the Chancery Division. Surely this should convince the authorities 
of the necessity of something being done to amend the present 
state of things. 





THE DEATH of Sir Joun Horxer has cast a gloom over the 
close of the Easter sittings. There has seldom been a leader of 
the bar so popular among his comrades, and whose elevatior to the 
bench has been accompanied with more hearty good wishes, than 
the late Lord Justice. Everyone rejoiced at the strength the bench 
was likely to acquire by his clear judgment, shrewd good sense, 
and experience ; and everyone hoped that, with the comparatively 
light work of the Court of Appeal, his health would be speedily 
re-established. But he spoke of himself even then as “a dying 
man,” and it was soon seen that his augury was correct. For 
weeks past his rapid decline in strength has been observed with 
deep regret, mingled with admiration at his gallant struggle to do 
his duty in spite of disease and weakness. 





Ar Last we have before us, just before going to press, 
the Registry of Deeds (Middlesex) Bill, 


will prove a considerable surprise to our readers. 


It is 





proposed that after the commencement of the Act (which 
period is to be fixed by the Lord Chancellor, with the con- 
currence of the Treasury) the Middlesex Registry Office shall 
be transferred to the Office of Land Registry under the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875, “and form part of that office, and be subject 
to the provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, accordingly, so 
far as they are consistent with the Middlesex Registry Act, 1702 
[sic] ; and the registrar and assistant registrar of the Office of Land 
Registry shall, subject to the provisions of this Act, and of any 
rules made under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, have all the powers 
of the registrar under the Middlesex Registry Act, 1708.” 
Power is given to the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of 
the Treasury, to “make, and when made, revoke or vary, rules 
fixing the fees to be taken in the Office of Land Registry in 
respect of the business heretofore performed in the Middlesex 
Registry Office.” The existing officers of the Middlesex 
Registry Office, other than the registrar, are, on the commence- 
ment of the Act, to be attached to the Office of Land 
Registry, and the Lord Chancellor may, by rules, distribute the 
business to be performed in the Office of Land Registry amongst 
the existing officers thereof and the officers attached thereto by 
the new Bill in such manner as he may think just. That is really 
all of importance in the Bill, except a provision that “all 
memorials, books, indexes, and other documents” shall, on ahd 
after the commencement of the Act, ‘‘be deemed to be records 
of the Office of Land Registry, and shall be . . dealt with in 
such manner as may be from time to time directed by rules made 
in pursuance of the Land Transfer Act, 1875.” This may perhaps 
mean that rules may be made for improving the mode of keeping 
the index, but it is remarkable that the Bill fails explicitly to 
deal with that which is the worst evil connected with the registry 
—the state of the index. It will be remembered that Mr. Farrer 
told the Land Transfer Commissioners that, owing to this, he had 
‘known solicitors ask their clients to permit them to give up 
the search in the registry as useless.”” An excellent provision for 
improving the index might easily have been taken from the 
measure introduced by Mr. Osporne Morean in 1880, 





“ A TRAVELLER,” writing to the Pall Mall Gazette, complains 
that the Brighton Railway Company charge one pound for a first- 
class express return-ticket between London and Brighton by a 
certain “ Pullman express” train, whereas the “table of fares 
gives no other price except 17s. 6d.” for a first-class express 
return-ticket ; “ nor does the official time-table from beginning to 
end contain any notice that any other price will be ch 4 
The 15th section of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1868 
(31 & 32 Vict. c. 119), bears on this matter. That section pro- 
vides that every railway company “shall cause to be exhibited in 
a conspicuous place in the booking-office of each station on their 
line a list . . . containing the fares of passengers by the trains 
included in the time-tables of the company from that station to 
‘every place to which passenger tickets are there issued.” If, 
| therefore, the Pullman express is included in the time-tables, it 
seems clear that the fare, whatever it is, ought to be included in 














| those provisions is gf 


the published list. But curiously enough, neither the Act of 
| 1868, nor any other statute, imposes a specific penalty for non- 
| compliance with the provisions of section 15; so that a breach of 
a common law misdemeanor. Whether 
_it would be reasonable that railway companies, in consideration of 
| extra accommodation afforded by Pullman cars or otherwise, 
| should be authorized by statute to make extra charges beyond the 
maxima is a fair question for the consideration of Parliament, 
‘which, however, in the existing “special Acts” recognizes only 


and we think it ‘express trains” and “ordinary trains,” and in some cases not 


| even the former. It seems from Attorney-General v. a and 
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North-Western Railway Company (L. R. 5 Ex. D. 247), that a 
company may make a separate charge for sleeping saloons, but it 
is not clear whether the maximum was exceeded in that case, 
which turned upon the point whether passenger duty was payable 
in respect of the extra charge, and decided that it was. In con- 
nection with this subject, it may be stated in favour of the com- 
panies that “return-tickets”” are, so far as they are issued at less 
than double the single fare, purely a present to the travelling 
public, being outside of the Railway Acts altogether, 





Ir A PARISH or place be so unfortunate as not to possess a 
church or chapel, it is legally impossible to levy a poor rate 
within it. So it was held by a divisional court (GRovE and 
Lopes, JJ.) in Reg. v. Dyott on Monday last, and we see no 
reason whatever to question the correctness of the decision, which 
merely draws attention to a casus omissus in the statute 7 Will. 4 
& 1 Vict. c. 65, “an Act to alter the mode of giving 
notices on Sunday with respect to various matters.’ The 2nd 
section of this statute directs that “all notices which under or by 
virtue of any law or statute, &c., have been heretofore given in 
churches or chapels during or after Divine service shall be 
reduced into writing, and copies thereof shall, pre- 
viously to the commencement of Divine service, on the several 
days on which such notices have heretofore been given in the 
church or chapel of any parish or place, be affixed on or near to 
the doors of all the churches and chapels within such parish or 
place, and such notices, when so affixed, shall be in lieu of, and 
as a substitution for, the several notices heretofore given as afore- 
said, and shall be good, valid, and effectual to all intents and pur- 
poses whatsoever.” The Act 17 Geo. 2, c. 3—the earliest of the 
three Acts of that year in relation to the poor rate—provides that 
“the churchwardens and overseers, or other the persons 
authorized to take care of the poor in every parish, township, or 
place, shall give public notice in the church of every 
rate for the relief of the poor allowed by the justices of the peace 
the next Sunday after the same shall have been so allowed; and 
that no rate shall be esteemed or reputed valid and sufficient, so as 
to collect and raise the same, unless such notice shall have been 
given.” The prohibitory words of this early statute are too 
strong to be got over, and we presume that an amending Act will 
at once be passed to supply the omitted case, which the justices 
in Reg. v. Dyott had ineffectually endeavoured to supply by a 
cy-pres publication on a conspicuous building—a mode of publica- 
tion which is enjoined by more than one statute to supply the 
want of a church: see, ¢.g., the 2nd section of the Licensing Act, 
1828, which directs constables to fix notices of the days of 
Brewster Sessions “on the door of the church or chapel, and 
where there shall be no church or chapel, on some other public 
and conspicuous place within their districts.”’ 





SoME LITTLE TIME AGO we commented on the proposals made 
by various promoters of Railway Bills that the Standing Order of 
both of Parliament, whereby the payment of interest or 
dividend on calls during the construction of railways is pro- 
hibited, should ‘bé rescinded, and we Véntired to point out the 
réasons Why, in our opinion, no alteration should be made. We 
are glad to observe that a select committee of the House of 
Commons has just reported that they consider that the Standing 
Order in question (No. 167) “is in accordance with sound 
financial principle, and acts asa protection to the public.” The 
committee, indeed, add a recommendation that “in special cases 
it may be permitted to pay interest upon capital during the 
construction of railways or tramways,” subject to a number of 
somewhat stringent conditions, of which the most important is 
that the prospectus and share certificates should bear on the face 
of them an intimation that interest is payable during construction 
only ; but, “ considering the bearing of these proposed changes 
upon the existing law, and the desirability of obtaining uniformity 
in legislation,” they are also of <a “that it would be better 
to proceed by a general public Bill instead of by a mere modifica- 
tion of the Standing Order.” The question may therefore be 


considered shelved for the present session, 











DIRECTION TO TRUSTEES TO EMPLOY A 
PARTICULAR SOLICITOR. 


Tue recent case of Foster v. Eisley (30 W. R. 596) seems 
to go a good deal further than the authorities on which it 
professed to be founded. The question was as to the effect of a 
direction by a testator that a particular person shall be employed 
as solicitor to his estate. Now, in this, as in all other matters 
relating to the construction of wills, the intention of the testator 
is to be ascertained and followed. The question, according to all 
the cases, is, did he intend to create a trust or merely to offer 
opinion and advice? One would suppose that the answer to this 
question was to be found by the application of the tests which 
are applied in the case of precatory words. If there is sufficient 
certainty as to the object to be benefited, and as to the benefit to 
be conferred, a valid trust is created. This was the rule acted on 
in the earlier cases. Thus in Williams y. Oorbet (8 Sim. 349), 
a testator who had devised his real estates to trustees on trust to 
let the same and out of the income to keep down charges and 
pay outgoings, and accumulate the surplus income, by a codicil 
appointed the plaintiff to be the auditor of the accounts of all his 
estates during the execution of the trusts of his will, and directed 
his trustees to pay to the plaintiff such annual remuneration as it 
was usual for an auditor to receive. After the death of the 
testator the plaintiff, being about to be dismissed by the trustees of 
the will, filed a bill to restrain them from carrying their inten- 
tion into effect. Vice-Chancellor Shadwell said that, under the 
codicil, the plaintiff “ has as much right to be auditor as any one 
of the devisees has to the real estates. . . . The testator, when he 
directed that [the plaintiff] should be employed to audit the 
accounts of his estates and be allowed a proper remuneration for his 
trouble, clearly intended to confer a benefit upon him. The trustees, 
therefore, were not justified in attempting to remove him.” In 
Hibbert v. Hibbert (3 Mer. 681), a testator by a codicil to his 
will directed that his friend Ambrose Humphreys (asolicitor) should 
be appointed receiver of his real and personal estates, adding 
that he made the appointment for the purpose of benefiting 
Humphreys ina pecuniary point of view. Sir W. Grant, in 
an administration suit, in spite of the opposition of the trustees 
of the will, appointed Humphreys consignee of the estates of the 
testator in Jamaica, and receiver of the personal estate directed 
to be invested in the purchase of real estate, without requiring 
the usual security, remarking that he was not appointed by the 
court but by the testator himself. And in Lawless v. Shaw (1 Ll. & 
G., temp. Sugden, 154),a testator stated it as his “ particular desire,’ 
that both his executors, while acting in the management of all 
or any of his affairs under his will, and also a person to whom he 
gave a life interest in certain estates, should continue, employ, and 
retain the plaintiff in the receipt, agency, and management thereof, 
“at the usual fees given to agents,” and Sir E. Sugden held that 
atrust was created for the benefit of the plaintiff, and that he was 
entitled to be retained as agent. It will be observed that in these 
cases the fact that the testator had directed the “usual remu- 
neration ” or the “ usual fees’’ to be paid, was not considered as 
rendering the benefit intended to be given to the agent uncertain. 
And we may add that in all these cases it seems to be admitted 
that evidence of non-performance of duty or negligence would 
have been a sufficient defence to the plaintiff’s claim to be con- 
tinued in office. 

When, however, Lawless y. Shaw came before the House of 
Lords on appeal (5 Cl. & F. 129), Lord Cottenham established a 
different criterion for ascertaining the intention of the testator, 
which he afterwards again asserted in Finden v. Stephens (2 
Phil. 142), According to his judgment in the former case, the 
whole will was to be looked at, in order to see whether it con- 
tained any provision inconsistent with the implicatign of a trust 
in favour of the person directed to be employed, and if any such 
provision could be found, then the words directing that a par- 
ticular person should be employed, ought to be held us words 
of recommendation only. This principle, no doubt, is correct ; but 
Lord Cottenham proceeded to apply it in this way. The testator 
directed that the plaintiff should be employed in the receipt of 
rents, agency, and management at the usual fees, the usual fees 
being five per cent. on the rents. He thereby, said Lord Cottenham, 
if the words were to be construed as containing a trust, made the 
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plaintiff ‘“‘an equitable incumbrancer to the extent of one- 
twentieth of the income of the estates’? which he was to manage. 
The provision that the plaintiff was to manage the estates 
was inconsistent with the devise of the estates to another 
person for life. It was giving a right to the plaintiff to exclude 
the life owner from the management of his own estates. With great 
deference, we venture to assert that a more extraordinary con- 
struction was never given to a will. The plaintiff was to have 
five per cent. as a salary for performing his duty of agent, but the 
due performance of this duty was surely a condition precedent to 
his right to require the percentage. As agent it would be his 
duty to obey the directions of the owner. How then could it be 
said that the plaintiff was an equitable incumbrancer, or that to 
imply a trust in his favour would deprive the life-tenant of the 
management of his own estate? The truth seems to be that Lord 
Cottenham did not observe the nature of the trust to be implied. 
It is a trust to continue the person named as agent so long as he 
performs his duties properly, not a trust to continue him as agent 
whether he performs his duties properly or not, or whether he 
,, obeys the directions of the landowner or not. But until the 
|| decision in Lawless v. Shaw is altered by the House of Lords, it 
must be considered that a direction to employ a person as receiver 
of rents and agent to manage estates is not binding where there 
is a devise of those estates. 
But how does this apply to a direction by a testator that 
| a specified person shall be employed as solicitor to his estate ? 
The solicitor does not manage the estate, or receive the rents, 
or perform business which the trustees or a devisee under 
a will could perform. He merely transacts such legal busi- 
ness and gives such advice as the trustees or devisees may 
request or instruct him to do or give. There appears 
to be no inconsistency therefore—even adopting to the full 
Lord Cottenham’s judgment—between a devise of estates and a 
direction that a specified person shall be employed as_solici- 
tor to the estate. Yet in Foster v. Eisley (30 W. R. 
596), where a testator declared that ‘my solicitor, William 
Edward Foster [the plaintiff], shull be the solicitor to 
my estate and to my said trustees in the management and carrying 
out the provisions of this my will,’ Mr. Justice Chitty held 
that “the question before the court had been well settled in 
the cases of Lawless v. Shaw and Finden vy. Stephens, which were 
direct authorities against the contention that the declaration in 
the will created a trust which the plaintiff could enforce.” There 
may be matters in the™case, or arising on the will, which do not 
appear in the report, but we venture to think that the cases on 
which the learned judge proceeded do not justify the conclusion 
he drew from them. It seems obvious that a testator may have 
very good reasons for desiring that his trustees should have . the 
advice of a solicitor in whom he has confidence; and we fail to 
see why effect should not be given to such a reasonable desire. 








THE IRISH CRIME BILL. 


THE main question of legal interest which arises upon the Irish 
Crime Bill recently introduced into Parliament is how far the 
numerous provisions which it contains are new, and how far they 
are re-enactments of prior statutes. 

The chief provisions of the Bill are these :—Clauses 1—8 give 
power to the Lord-Lieutenant to issue a special commission to 
any three judges to try certain crimes without the assistance of a 
jury. Clause 4 provides a punishment for “ intimidation,” and 
clause 5 for rioting, or for, “within six months after the execu- 
tion of a writ of possession of any house or land, taking posses- 
sion of such house or land without the consent of the owner.” 
Clause 6 provides a punishment for membership of an “ unlawful 
association.” Clause 7 gives the Lord-Lieutenant power to 
prohibit public meetings which he believes “to be dangerous to 
the public peace or safety.” Clauses 8 and 9 give constables special 
powers in proclaimed districts to arrest strangers or nocturnal 
wanderers. Clause 10 gives the Lord-Lieutenant power to sup- 
press treasonable newspapers. Clause 11 gives powers of search 
for, and seizure of, arms, “papers, documents, instruments, or 
articles ” suspected to be used for the purposes of any secret 
criminal society. Clause 12 authorizes the expulsion of aliens. 








Clause 18 is of so much legal interest that we transcribe it at 
length :— 
“Where an offence has been committed, any resident magistrate in the 


county or place in which the offence was committed, although no person may 
be charged before him with the commission of such offence, may summon to 


appear before him any person within his jurisdiction whom he has reason to 
believe to be capable of giving material evidence concerning the offence, and 
he may examine such person on cath concerning any such offerce, and if he 
see cause, may bind such person by recognizance to appear and give evidence 
at the next petty sessions, or when called upon; and the law relating to a 
witness when summoned before a justice having jurisdiction and required to 
give evidence concerning the matter of an information or complaiut sha'l 
apply to a witness summoned under this section.” 


Clause 15 empowers the Lord-Lieutenant to order the employ- 
ment of additional constabulary in any particular district, and to 
charge the expense upon the district. Clause 16 provides for 
compensation “ where it appears that anyone has been murdered, 
maimed, or otherwise injured in his person, and that such 
murder, &c., is a crime of the character commonly known as 
agrarian, or arising out of any unlawful association,’ the com- 
pensation to be chargeable on the district where the murder, kc., 
takes place. 

Clause 18 is general, and is as follows :— ‘ 


‘¢ A person guilty of an offence against this Act shall be liable on summary 
conviction to imprisonment with or without hard labour for a term not 
exceeding six months.” I 


Clause 24 provides that “there shall be paid out of moneys 
provided by Parliament such allowance to judges and officers and 
other persons acting in pursuance of this Act as the 
Lord-Lieutenant, with the approval of the Treasury, may deter- 
mine.” 

The last clause of importance is the 27th, which defines am 
“ unlawful association’’ as an “ association formed for carrying on 
operations (a) for the commission of crimes ; or (5) for encouraging 
or aiding persons to commit crimes”; and “crime” as “any” 
offence against this Act, and also any crime punishable on indict- 
ment by imprisonment with hard labour, or by any greater punish- 
ment.” The same clause enacts that “arms” shall have the same 
meaning as in the Peace Preservation Act, 1881 (44 Vict. e. 5), by 
section 6 of which that expression includes “any cannon, gun, 
revolver, pistol, and any description of firearms, also any sword, 
cutlass, pike, and bayonet, also any part of any arms so defined.” 

The principal statutes for the suppression of crimes in Ireland 
which have been passed since the Union (for we may omit any 
special mention of such temporary Acts of the Irish Parliament as 
38 Geo. 3, c. 21, which were continued by such Acts of thé United 
Parliament as 43 Geo. 3, c. 117, and afterwards suffered to 
expire), appear to be the Suppression of Insurrection Acts of 1822 
(3 Geo. 4, cc. 1—3); the Suppression of Local Disturbances Act 
(commonly called the Coercion Act) of 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 4), 
which established courts martial for the trial of ian and 
other offences; the Prevention of Crime Act, 1847 (11 & 12 
Vict. ce. 2); and the Peace Preservation Act, 1870 (33 & 34 
Vict. c. 9), all of which Acts were temporary, but were continued, 
or, if suffered to expire, occasionally revived, with or without 
amendments. 

Both the Act of 1822 and the Act of 1833 ded the right 
of trial by jury. This was done by the Act of 1833 by the 
establishment of courts martial. The Act of 1822—with which 
only the present Bill can be compared—proceeded not by 
empowering the judges of the superior courts to hold trials 
without the assistance of a jury, but by giving (section 5) 
the Lord-Lieutenant power to appoint a King’s counsel or 
King’s serjeant to preside at special sessions. The power might 
be exercised in proclaimed districts only, and the jurisdiction was 
to try without a jury, or with a jury, if the presiding judge saw 
fit, any person “accused of any of the matters and things in 
respect whereof any person” was, by the Act, “ declared to be an 
idle or disorderly person ”—a definition which included persons 
found abroad at night, or administering unlawful oaths, or cireu- 
lating notices to excite riots, or having in their houses or posses- 
sion “any arms, or pike, ike-head, spear, dirk, or any other 
offensive weapon of any kind whatsoever.” The first three clauses 
of the Bill, therefore, though not without precedent, appear to go 
much beyond the prior enactment in pari maverid. . 
Clauses 4—6 make it “an offence against this Act” to commit 
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what are, in most cases, common law offences, except that clause 
5 covers ground already partly covered by the Forcible Entry 
Acts, two of which, 5 Ric. 2, st. 1, c. 7, and 8 Hen. 6, c. 9, being 
anterior in date to Poynings’ Act, appear to apply to Ireland by 
virtue of that Act. Otherwise these clauses are the most novel 
in the Bill. Clause 7, which gives the Lord-Lieutenant power to 
prohibit public meetings, is taken with very little variation from 
the Ist section of tha Act of 1833, which section however was 
repealed when that Act was continued in 1834 by 4 & 5 Will. 4, 
e. 38. In connection with this branch of the subject, it may be 
pointed out that the Riot Act, 1 Geo. 1, st. 2, c. 5, does not apply 
to Ireland. An Irish statute, 27 Geo. 3, c. 15, copied from that 
Act, was continued from time to time by the Irish Parliament, 
but lapsed by the effect of the union. In some Irish Crime Acts 
since the union—e.g., in the Act of 1870, it was temporarily 
re-enacted. Clauses 8 and 9, which give power to arrest 
strangers and nocturnal wanderers, repeat, almost word for word, 
sections 23 and 25 of the Act of 1870, except that they are 
slightly less stringent than those sections by limiting the power of 
aipest to “suspicious circumstances” in the case of strangers. 
Clause 10, which is aimed at the press, is taken from sections 30 
—34 of the Act of 1870, but is more stringent than those sections, 
which interposed a warning notice between the offence and the 
seizure of the newspaper, and gave the proprietor a right of action 
in case of illegal search or seizure, both of which saving clauses 
are omitted from the present Bill. The power to search for arms 
conferred by clause 11 has been contained in a succession of Acts 
in pari materia, but the power to search for treasonable papers is, 
so far as we can discover, quite new. If this clause should require 
amendment it might be well to add “ daggers” to the definition of 
“arms,” these weapons having been twice proscribed, by 38 Geo. 
3, c. 21 (Irish), s. 5, and by 3 Geo. 4, c. 1, 8. 11. 

Clause 12, which authorizes the expulsion of aliens, we noticed 
last week. 

Clause 13, which we have printed at length above, is taken 
almost word for word from section 13 of the Act of 1870. We 
consider this so valuable an enactment for the general administra- 
tion of justice, that we think it might well be applied to all parts 
of the United Kingdom, and made perpetual. It would have 
the salutary effect of substituting a regular examination by a 
justice of the peace for much irregular questioning by the police, 
which proceeds from the want of it. Clause 15, which empowers 
the Lord-Lieutenant to increase the constabulary force, is taken, 
with little variation, from ss. 3—7 of the Act of 1847, the 
principal variation being that those sections applied to “ pro- 
claimed districts” only, whereas clause 15 is to have a general 
application “when it appears to the Lord-Lieutenant from time 
to time that, by reason of the existence or apprehension of crime 
in any district, that the number of constabulary ordinarily 
employed in such district are not sufficient.” Clause 16, which 
provides for compensation to injured persons or to the relations of 
murdered persons, is taken from section 39 of the Act of 1870, 
which, however, it materially varies by substituting nominees of 
the Lord-Lieutenant for a presentment of the grand jury to 
adjudicate upon the claim. Both the section and the clause give 
the next of kin a locus standi to apply for compensation in the 
case of murder. The nominees are to have the same powers as 
justices sitting in petty sessions. There appears to be no provi- 
sion for the representation of the district which would have to 
bear the burden, and which would be indireetly represented by a 
grand jury. Yor these and other reasons the 13th section of the 
Act of 1670 might have been re-enacted with greater advantage. 
The remaining clauses of the Bill, which chiefly relate to pro- 
cedure, do not call for special notice. It will have been observed 
that the Bill is to a very large extent a repetition of former enact- 
ments; that the Act of 1970 is the principal one borrowed from, 
that clauses 4—6, which we may perhaps term the “ anti-Boycotting 
clauses,’’ are the chief novelties, and that the Bill, for its working, 
mainly depends, as did the prior enactments, upon the lok 
Lieutenant for the time being. 

It is of no little consequence to point out that the Bill, if it 
passes, has no retrospective operation. There are no words 
giving it such operation, and without such words, in accordance 
with the maxim,“ noca constitutio futuris formam imponere debet, 
nim yrateritie” (2 Inet. 202), no wtatute has a retrospective 





effect. Consequently, any persons accused of murders committed 
before the passing of the Bill will be tried before a jury, and not 
before the special commission, if such commission should issue. 
It was held, indeed, in Wright v. Hole (6 H. & N. 217) that the 
rule that no statute has a retrospective operation does not apply to 
an enactment dealing with procedure only. This case was 
followed with considerable doubt by the Court of Queen’s Bench 
in Kinbray v. Draper (L. R. 3 Q. B. 160), and we cannot think 
it would be held to govern the case of an enactment taking away 
the right to a trial by jury in a criminal case. If, therefore, it be 
deemed expedient that the Bill should he retrospective in this 
respect, the retrospective operation should be given by clear 
and express words. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


WITNESS CAUSES IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—The following history of a witness action in chancery may 
interest those who wish to know how the Judicature Act is working. 

The cause in question was about six out of the paper a month before 
Easter, 1881. In November last it was in the paper before Mr. Justice 
Chitty for three days, and was not reached. During Mr. Justice Chitty’s 
absence on circuit it got into the paper before Mr. Justice Kay, and was 
there for another three days. Mr. Justice Chitty having returned, it 
again got into his paper and was there for another three days. The 
next thing I heard of it was that it was to be taken by Mr. Justice 
North on the following Tuesday. LIinformed all my witnesses, but on 
Monday morning I heard that Mr. Justice North had changed his mind 
and would not take witness actions. Finally it came on last Tuesday, and 
was disposed of on Wednesday. So that the witnesses on both sides 
have had to attend on four different occasions before the case was 
heard. 

This is no fault of the individual judges, and perhaps the case was 
unfortunate, as Jumbo, by special leave, occupied a day and a half which 
ought to have been given to witness causes, and the Belgian Date Coffee 
Company winding-up petition occupied a long time before Mr. Justice 
Kay. Ido rathercomplain that a case which had stood over for the 
convenience of parties and had never been in the paper for the day, 
should be allowed to have precedence of a case which had been in the 
paper for the day, because the solicitor found that all the causes 
before it in the general list had been disposed of. By removing his 
marking as to standing over, a very unfair advantage was gained. 

But the remedy is not to be found in altering that practice. I find a 
growing opinion that the assizes are the proper places at which to try issues 
of fact, whether in chancery or at common law. Had that been the 
practice the case I refer to would have been disposed of at Derby.a year 
ago, and the expenses of witnesses would have been about one-tenth of 
what they will actually amount to. James Heetis, 

71, Princess-street, Manchester, May 18. 





STAMP DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Your correspondent of last week, “ Jurisconsultunculas,” is in 
error, he must permit me to say, in stating that in my letter to you of 
the previous week (ante, p. 431) I expressed the opinion that section 8 of 
the Stamp Act, 1870, made no alteration in the previous law, I ex- 
pressed the belief that section 8 was intended to embody the law of the 
leading cases. But I did not expressly, nor did I intend impliedly, to 
say that the said section, in the intention of its framers or in its actual 
operation, was restricted to the law of the said cases. 

As regards the Statute of Anne quoted by your correspondent, I ven- 
ture to remark that, as Queen Anne is dead, so will your correspondent 
find, upon due study, that the General Stamp Statutes of Anne ceased to 
exist upon the coming into operation of the (consolidating) Stamp Act, 
1870, and Inland Revenue Repeal Act, 1870; and that, secondly, as to 
whether the two cases named by your correspondent (Rushbrooke v. 
Hood, 17 L, J. 0. P. 58, and Doe, d. Hartwright v. Fereday, 12 A. & E. 
23) are still law, to the extent, even, of ite being permissible to cite 
them in elucidation of the proper construction and application of section 
8 of the Act of 1870, I will not further remark upon than to say—as I 
deem myself safe in saying—that the sald cases would not now be cited 
by the Inland Revenue authorities, Ventas. 

May 24, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Deeds of the nature of that referred to by Mr. Simey at p. 403 
are common in parte of Lancashire, and are generally, so far as T have 
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seen, impressed with an extra 10s. stamp, on account of the insertion 
of the express declaration referred to. The commissioners admit, I 
believe, that it is difficult to lay down any general rule, and they have 
been known, on adjudicating in two cases, to require the extra stamp 
where the deed contained the express declaration, and to dispense with 
an extra stamp in a case where the right of redemption and power of 
sale were conferred by the addition of a few words to the uses limiting 
the rent to the mortgagee. The commissioners, I understand, suggested 
two ways of avoiding any difficulty as to the extra stamp ; one being 
a declaration in the mortgage deed that any rents reserved to the mort- 
gagee should be subject to redemption and to the power of sale ; and the 
other, a separate deed to the same effect after creation of the rents; the 
separate deed to bear the extra stamp. B. 





CONDITION AS TO LAST RECEIPT FOR RENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—When you say in your able article in to-day’s issue on the ‘‘ Con- 
dition as to Last Receipt of Rent” that “ the provision in section 14 of 
the Conveyancing Act has rendered absolute forfeiture of a lease im- 
probable,” have you not overlooked sub-sections 6 and 8 of the same 
section, especially the latter, which leaves the law of forfeiture for rent 
unaffected and unaltered ? R. N. R. 

Falmouth, May 20. 

[Not at all: 15 & 16 Vict. c. 76, ss. 210, 212, provides for relief from 
forfeiture for non-payment of rent, and the excepted cases in sub-section 
(6) of section 14 are not practically probable causes of forfeiture as 
regards a purchaser.—-Ep. S. J.] 





THE “LAW LIST.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I shall be obliged if you will inform your readers that it is my 
intention at the next annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society to move a resolution requesting the council to take such reason- 
able and proper steps as may be necessary for restoring to the Law List 
the asterisk that (continuously to the year 1881) distinguished the names 
of the members of the society appearing therein. 


2, Gray’s-inn-square, London, May 22. A. Extey Fincx. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Act or Banxkruptcy—TraDER— DEPARTING FROM DWELLING-HOUSE, 
OR OTHERWISE ABSENTING Himse~tF”—Summary ApJuDICATION—BANK- 
ruptTcy Act, 1869, s. 6, suB-secTions 3, 6—BankruPTcy Rvuuzs, 1870, R. 
65.—In a case of Ex parte McGeorge, before the Court of Appeal on the 18th 
inst., a question arose on the construction of sub-section 3 of section 6 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and of rule 65 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1870. 
Section 6, sub-section 8, defines as one of the acts which constitute an act 
of bankruptcy, “That the debtor bas, with intent to defeat or delay his 
creditors, done any of the following things—namely”’ (inéer alia), ‘* being 
a trader departed from bis dwelling-house, or otherwise absented himself.”’ 
And, by rule 65, “ Where the act of bankruptcy alleged in a petition to have 
been committed by the debtor is that the debtor, being a trader, has de- 
parted from his dwelling-house, or otherwise absented himself, the petition 
may be heard forthwith, on a sealed copy of the petition being left at the 
usual or last known place of residence or business of the debtor.” In the 
present case a bankruptcy petition had been presented against a debtor, who had 
been engaged in trade, by a creditor, whose debt had been contracted during 
the trading. The act of bankruptcy alleged was, that the debtor, being a 
trader, had departed from his dwelling-house, or otherwise absented himself. 
It appeared that before the time when the act of bankruptcy was alleged to 
have been committed, the debtor had sold his business and had ceased to trade. 
Mr. Registrar Pepys refused an application fora summary proceeding under 
rule 65, on the ground that, on the true construction of sub-section 3, the act 
of bankruptcy there defined could be committed only by a person who was 
actually a trader at the time when the act in question took place, In coming 
to this conclusion the registrar relied upon the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Ex parte Schomberg (23 W. R. 204, L. R. 10 Ch, 172), upon the construc. 
tion of sub-section 6 of section 6, which defines as another act of bankraptoy 
the service of a debtor’s summons, and that “ the debtor, being a trader, has, 
for the space of seven days succeeding the service of such summons, neglected 
to pay such sum, or to secure or compound for the same,” On the construction 
of this sub-section, the Court of Appeal held, in Bw parte Schomberg, that it 
was essential that the debtor should be actually a trader at the time of the 
service of the summons, and that it was not eufficient that he should have 
been a trader at the time when the summoning creditor's debt was con- 
tracted. Tho Court of Appeal (Jnssnn, M.R., and Linptsy and Horxsr, 
L.JJ.) affirmed the registrar's decision. Jxssxt, M.R., said that he could not 
see any distinction betweon the words ‘being a trader”? as used in sub-sec- 
tions 3 and 6 of section 6; the words wero identical, If the words “ being a 
trader” in aub-section 6 meant “being a trader” at the time when the summons 
was served, the same words must, in sub-section 3, mean “ being a trader” at 





the time when the act was committed. If there had been no prior decisions on 
prior statutes, his lordship did not suppose the — could have been decently 
argued. But there bad been decisions on the old Bankruptcy Acts that a man 
must be taken to be “ using the trade of merchandise” #0 long as he did not 
pay debts which he had contracted while he was carrying on the trade, though 
he bad ceased to carry it on. But it was to be observed that the words used in 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, were not the same as those of the older Acts, and 
though it was a well-settled rule that when there were two statutes in pari 
materia, and the later one repealed the older, and re-enacted one of its pro- 
visions in the same words, the decisions on the words of the old Act governed 
the same words of the new Act, that rule applied with diminished force 
when the words of the old Act were changed in the new Act. That being so, 
there was the decision of the Court of Appeal in £z parte Schomberg, and it 
appeared to his lordship entirely to govern the construction of the words 
‘* being a trader” in sub-section 3, Even if his lordship was inclined to differ 
from that decision, which he was not, he was bound by it. Luypiey, L.J., 
thought that Ez parte Schomberg was clearly in point, and it appeared to him 
to have been rightly decided. The older decisions were on the construetion 
of different words, and they were given at a time when non-traders could not 
be made bankruptatall, Hoxxer, L.J., concurred.—Soricirors, Haigh & 
Agar. 


AprEAL—TIME—PayMENT OF Deposit ‘‘4T oR BEFORE” ENTRY oF 
AppgEaL—Banxkrurtcy Russ, 1870, x. 145—Bankevuprcy Routes, Novem- 
BER, 1878, R. 2.—In a case of Ex parte Luzon, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 18th inst., the question which arose in Ex parte Rosenthal (ante, p. 
434) was raised again in a somewhat different form. The question arose upon 
the construction of rule 145 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1870, which provides 
that the deposit on a bankruptcy appeal shall be paid to the registrar “at or 
before the time of entering” the appeal, in conjunction with rule 2 of the 
— of ~~ a) November, 1878, which = + Bonk of Englend.” 
in future be paid by the party intending to a into the 0 ; 
In Ex parte Rosenthal ‘ance was from pn net court to the Chief Judge, 
and the Court of Appeal said that the proper practice now is for the registrar 
to give a direction to the bank to receive the deposit before he enters the 
appeal, and not to enter the appeal until he receives from the bank a certifi- 
cate that the deposit has been paid. In Ex parte Luxon an order made b 
Bacon, C.J., was signed on the 24th of April. On the 28th of April 
notice of appeal, dated that day, was taken to the office of the registrar 
of appeals, and was entered by his clerk in the proper book. The clerk 
gave a direction to the tank to receive the deposit payable on entering 
the appeal, and the deposit was paid to the bank on the 8th of May 
A certificate by the bank of the payment of the money was taken to 
registrar’s office, but no fresh entry of the appeal was made by the registrar 
clerk. When the appeal came on for hearing it was objected by the 
ent that it could not be entertained, because the deposit 
“at or before” the entry of the appeal, it having been, in 
ten days after the entry. The Court of Appeal (Jesser, M.R., and LixpLer 
and HotkerR, LJJ.) overruled the objection. Jesse, M.R., said that the 
same course ought, in this respect, to be adopted with regard to appeals to the 
Court of Appeal and appeals to the Chief Judge ; the appeal ought not to be 
entered until the certificate of the bank of the payment of the deposit was 
brought to the registrar. In the present case the appellant had not been in 
fault, but the registrar's clerk had made a mistake in entering the appeal too 
soon.—Sovicitors, 7, Bohm; W. Moon. 





Liquipation ResoLutions—ReFvsaL oF RxgGisTRATION—APPLICATION 
FoR Return oF Stamp Dury—Ex parts Appsat—Servick on Racis- 
TRAR—Cosrs.—In a case of Ex parte Izard, before the Court of Appeal on the 
18th inst., the question arose whether, when the registration of liquidation 
resolutions has been refused, the Court of Bankruptcy has any jurisdiction io 
order the retarn of the ad valorem stamp duty which, under the order as to 
fees of the Ist of January, 1870, bas to de paid upon the presentation of the 
resolutions to the registrar for registration, The court (Jsssst, M.R., and 
Linptey and Hotker, L.JJ.) beld that there is no jurisdiction to make sach 
an order, and tbat the only mode of obtaining a return of the daty is by 
memorializing the Commissioners of Stamps. The application in Ex parte 
Tzard for a return of the duty was made by the trustee et by the 
resolutions, which also intrusted the registration to him. He bad paid the 
daty, which amounted to over £50, out of his own pocket. The registration 
of the resolutions was refused on the ground that they had not beea passed by 
the proper statatory majority, some of the proofs of the persons who voted at 
the meeting as creditors being expunged by the registrar. Mr. Registrar 
Hazlitt refused the application for a return of the stamp duty, The trustee 
appealed. His notice of appeal was addressed to the registrar alone, and was 
served upon him, and he appeared by counsel cn the hearing of = 
The court held that the registrar ought not to have been served, that 
being served he ought not to have appeared, And they declined to give bim 
any costs. JxssEt, M.R., said that it must be understood for the fature that 
ex parte appeals from the London Bankruptcy Court are not to be addressed 
to the registrar or to any one else, Appeals not er parte never were addressed 
to the registrar.—Soxicrrons, Mey, Sydes, ¢ Batten > W. W. Aldridge. 





Srrciric PRRFORMANCE —AGRESMENT FOR Sars oF Mapicat Practice— 
AGREBMENT ConTAINSD IN Latrrsas—Uncerramtr.—In a case of Map ¥. 
Thomson, befora the Court of Appeal oa the 18th inst, the questiea arose 
whether specific performance could be enforeed of aa agreement by ome 
medical man to sell his practioe to another, and there was the farther qaestioa 
whether a concluded agreement had been constituted by a series of 
The plaintiff and the defendant were both medical mea. Qa the Gib of Apr, 
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1881, a Mrs. Needes, who was an agent for the sale of medical prac- 
tices, and who bad been employed by the defendant, having heard that 
the plaintiff wished to dispose of his practice, wrote to the defendant :—‘' I 
have just had a first-class non-dispensing practice in the best part of Ken- 
sington placed with me to be disposed of in consequence of failing health. 
Premium for practice £1,000, for lease £500, and furnitura at valuation.” 
The defendant then saw the plaintiff, and on the 13th of April wrote to him :— 
**T shall be pleased to purchase your lease, &c,, on the terms stated in Mrs. 
Needes’s letter to me of the 6th of April—i.e., premium for practice £1,000, 
lease £500, furniture at valuation. I shall trust to you to give me the best 
introduction you can during the three months, and afterwards, if necessary.” 
In a letter written the same day to Mrs. Needes, the defendant said :—‘‘ I 
shall be ready to pay the deposit money on receipt of corrected agreement.” 
Further correspondence ensued, and a draft of an agreement was prepared, 
but a difference arose about the repairs of the house, and ultimately the 
defendant declined to proceed with the matter. The action was brought for 
the specific performance of what the plaintiff alleged to be a concluded agree- 
ment between himself and the defendant, and for damages. Bacon, V.C., 
dismissed the action, being of opinion that there was no agreement sufficiently 
defivite to be enforced by the court, The Court of Appeal (JesseL, M.R., 
and Linptey and Hoixer, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, They expressed an 


opinion that an agree _by_a medical man to introduce another wnedical 
man to his patients was not one of which — Pertsrmance could be 
enforced. The question then arose whether etween the parties 
Sonsiituted W binding and concluded agreement, so as to entitle the plaintiff to 
damages for the breach of it. Jesszt, M.R., thought that the decisions of 
the courts had gone far enough in spelling out contracts from letters, when 
both the parties had intended that a formal contract should be executed, 
using general expressions to make a contract between the parties, which 
neither of them intended. In the present case, the letters written by the 
defendant to the plaintiff and to Mrs, Needes on the 13th of April did not 
contain the same terms. The main subject of the negotiation was the 
practice; the lease and the furniture were mere adjuncts. A sale by a 
medical man of his practice was a sale of an introduction to his patients ; he 
had nothing else to sell. He could persuade patients with whom he had 
influence to employ the man whom he recommended as a qualified prac- 
titioner. In such cases there was always, according to his lordship’s experi- 
ence, a stipulation that the selling doctor should retire, and that he should 
not practise within a certain distance, and sometimes, also, a stipulation that 
he should not sue the patients. Could it be supposed that the defendant 
intended to buy the prectice without any stipulations of this kind? It was 
impossible to suppose this. Did, then, the plaintiff accept the terms contained 
in the defendant's letter? Did he assent to the term that there should be a 
tbree months’ introduction? His lordship could not find it in any of his 
letters. He did not bargain to give the defendant a three months’ introdac- 
tion. He only offered to do his best to give him an introduction. The 
difference was very important. If by reason of the plaintiff’s death or his ill- 
health he was incapacitated from giving the introduction, in the latter case 
no action would lie for damages. Qn the letters themselves his lordship was 
of opinion that there was not a complete and concluded bargain. Then, 
turoing to the draft agreement which was sent by Mrs. Needes, it provided 
for a three months’ introduction, and there was a clause that, if the plaintiff 
was prevented, from ill-health or otherwise, from giving this introduction, there 
was to be an abatement from the purchase-money. This showed that the 
introduction was considered a most important element ; indeed, the substance 
of the thing which wae to be sold. In his lordship’s opinion there had been 
only negotiations, and the parties had never entered into a definite agreement 
upon the serious subject of the introduction. He thought that the court 
would be making a new agreement for them if it was to say that, instead of 
a three months’ introduction, the introduction was to be for a reasonable 
time—i.e., a time which somebody else should think to be reasonable. 
Linpizy and Horxer, L.JJ., concurred.—Sonicrrors, M. James Brown ; 
Kearsey, Son, & Hawes, 


PracticE—OrvER ror AFFIDAVIT or Documents—Copy For SERVICE— 
INDORSEMENT —CoNsOLIDATED OrpeERs oF Court oF CHANCERY, ORD. 23, R. 
10—Orp, 31, rr. 20, 21,—In a case of Thomas v. Palin, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 19th inst., the question arose whether when an order has been 
made for an affidavit, or a further affidavit, of documents, it is now necessary 
that the copy of the order for service on the party who is to make the affidavit 
should be indorsed, as was required by rule 10 of order23 of the Consolidated 
Orders of the Court of Chancery, with a note that the party, if he neglects 
to comply with the order within the time limited for his doing so, will be liable 
to be attached. It is now, by rule 21 of order 31 under the Judicature Act, 
sufficient, in order to fonnd an application of attachment for disobedience, 
that such an order should be served on the solicitor of the party. And, 
moreover, an attachment can now, by virtue of ord. 44, r. 2, be obtained only 
upon notice. North, J., heldthat it is still necessary that the copy for 
service should be indorsed as under the old practice, The Court of Appeal 
(J ESSEL, M.R., and LinpLey, L.J.) held that this indorsement is no longer 
reqaired,—Soxicitors, Brownlow § Howe ; Chester $ Co. 





MoRTGAGOR AND MortGAGEE—TRANSFER INSTEAD OF RE-CONVEYANCE— 
ConvEYANcING AND Law oF Prorerry Act, 1881, s. 15.—In a case of 
Teevan v. Smith, before the Court of Appeal on the 20:h inst., a question 
arose on the construction of section 15 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
which provides that ‘‘ where a mortgagor is entitled to redeem, he shall, 
by virtue of this Act, have power to require the mortgagee, instead of re- 
conveying, and on the terms on which he would be bound to re-convey, to 
assign the mortgage debt, and convey the mortgaged property to any third 
person as the mortgagor directs ; and the mortgagee shall, by virtue of this 





Act, be bound to assign and convey accordingly.’ The court (JESsSsEL, , 
M.R., and Linptey, L.J.) held that, where there is a second mortgage, of | 
which the first (legal) mortgagee has notice, the mortgagor cannot call on | 
the first mortgagee to convey the property to his nominee when the second 
mortgagee is willing to redeem the first, and desires to have the property 
conveyed to him. The court said that section 15 only substitutes the right 
to call for aconveyancs to a third party for the right to call for a re-convey- 
ance, and that it does not apply to a case where, before the Act, the 
mortgagor would not have been entitled to call for a re-conveyance. In 
such a case the second morigagee, as an assign of the mortgagor, would 
before the Act have been entitled to call on the first mortgagee to convey 
the property to him.—Soxicrrors, C. ¢ 8. Harrison § Co, ; R. 8. Taylor, 
Son, & Humbert ; Harting, Son, & Ellis. 





Practice—Accounts IN CHAMBERS—ADJOURNMENT OF ITEMS To JUDGE 
—Soxiciror—Costs.—In a case of Upton v. Brown, before the Court of h 
Appea! on the 24th inst., the question arose whether, when accounts are ||) 
being taken by a chief clerk in chambers, and one of the parties is dis- |/\ 
satisfied with the allowance or disallowance of an item, he has a right to | 
bave the question at once adjourned before the judge, or whether he must 
take out a summons for the purpose. Fry, J., held that a summons must \| 
be taken ont. The Court of Appeal (JessEt, M.R., and Linpzey, L.J.) 
held that this was unnecessary. JEsSEL, M.R., said that under the 
Chanvery Ametdment Avt of 4852 it was the right of the suitor to have the 
matter at once adjourned before the judge, without taking out any 
summons. Of course, if a solicitor took an adjournment before the judge 
of every item in an account, no business could be transacted. In theory 
there was the right todo this, but in practice it was impossible that it 
should be done. But, though the Act had been in force for thirty years, 
such had been the good sense of solicitors that no such difficulty had ever 
arisen. The practice was to wait until the taking of the account was com- 
pleted, and then to take an adjournment once for all to the judge. When, 
however, @ question of principle was involved in an item, it was impossible 
to wait until the account was completed, aad then it was quite right to 
adjourn the item at once before the judge. If a solicitor were so unreason- 
able as to insist on the adjournment of every item in an account, this 
would be an abuse of the process of the conrt, and his lordship had no 
doubt that the jadge would ia such a case have jurisdiction to punish the 
solicitor by making him pay the costs personally. Such a case, however, 
had never arisen, and his lordship hoped it never would arise. The prac- 
tice in the Rolls Chambers was for t @ party to give previous notice 
in writing to the other part 4 
condutred,—Soxicitors, Shum, 











LANDLORD AND TENANT—ATTORNMENT—STAT. 4 ANNE, ©. 16, 8. 9.—In 
a case of Allcock v. Moorehouse, before the Court of Appeal on the 23rd inst., 
a question arose as to the effect of section 9 of the Act 4 Anne, c. 16, which 
provides that ‘all grants or conveyances thereafter to be made .. . of 
the reversion or remainder of any messuages or laods shall be good and 
effectual to all intents and purposes, without any attornment . . . of the 
particular tenants upon whose particular estates any such reversion or remain- 
der shall and may be expectant or depending, as if their attornment had been 
had and made,” ‘The action was brought in the Queen’s Bench Division to 
recover rent, The plaintiffs were the trustees of a building society, and they 
were mortgagees from one Shier, the owner of some houses which he had de- 
mised by parol to the defendant. The defendant had assigned all his estate 
and interest under the demise to Swan and Hadwen, who had paid rent for 
some time to Shier, though he had given receipts to the defendant and had 
not acknowledged the assignees as his tenants. Swan and Hadwen did not 
attorn to the plaintiffe. A divisional court, consisting of Mathew and Cave, 
JJ., held that the action could not be maintained, and this decision was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Jesser, M.R., and Linpzey, L.J.). 
Jesse, M.R., said that when the defendant had made the assignment he 
ceased to have any estate or interest. Butit was alleged that he was under a 
liability to Shier, because Shier had not agreed to accept the assignees as his 
tenants. His lordship was not prepared to say that the defendant was so 
liable, but, assaming that he was, the plaintiffs were assignees of Shier’s 
estate and not of any contract. The question was whether the conveyance of 
the reversion gave a right agaiust the defendant. Clearly, without the 
statute 4 Anne,c. 16, it could not give such a right. The point was 
whether the defendant had any estate. In his lordship’s opinion he had not. 
Then it was argued that, assuming the defendant had no estate left, still, as 
between him and Shier, be was liable for the rent or for use and occupation. 
But, ifso, still he would only be liable by contract and not by reason of avy 
estate. Then it was said that the estate from year to year was a tenancy for & 

ear cortain, ylus a contract, and, therefore, was not assignable at common 
aw. His lordship thought otherwise. An estate from year to year was & 
term, though of a peculiar kind. It was either a present or a foture interest, 
and so was assignable under 8 & 9 Vict. c, 106, s. 6, _LinpLEY, LJ., said 
that it was possible that, if Shier had not assigned, he might have maintained 
an action for rent against the defendant after his assigament to Swan and 
Hadwen, but he agreed with the divisional court that there was no privity of 
contract or of estate between the plaintiffs and the defendant, and the case 
did not come within the Statute of Aune.—Soricrrors, Gregory, Roweliffes, $ 
Co.; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. 


MorteacorR AND MortcAGEE—SALE—PARTITION—CONVEYANCING AND 
Law or Property Act, 1881, s. 25, SUB-SECTION 2.—In a case of Gibbs 
v, Haydon, before Fry, J., on the 11th inst. a question arose as to the 
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‘effect of sub-section 2 of section 25 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which 
provides that, ‘‘in any action, whetber for foreclosure, or for redemption, 
or for sale, or for the raising and payment in any manner of mortgage 
morey, the court, on the request of the mortgagee, of any person interested 
either in the mortgage money or in the right of redemption, and notwith - 
standing the dissent of any other person, .. . may, if it thinks fit, direct a sale 
of the mortgaged property on such terms as it thinks fit.” The action was 
brought by one of the co-owners of land againat the other co-owners for a 
partition or sale of the property. The plaintiff had m ed his interest 
to one of the defendants. The mortgagee contended that the plaintiff 
should not be allowed to enforce against her will a sale or partition until the 
mortgege debt had been paid. It was urged on behalf of the plaintiff that 
the above section of the Conveyancing Act enabled the court to direct a 
sale. F id that, as a ge -&.mortgagor could have no 
rights against bis less he was prepared to redeem the mort- 
gage. The character of the property in the mortgagee’s hands-ought not 
to be eltéred against his will while the mortgage was not paid off. Section 
25 of the Conveyancing Ast did not empower the court to sell property 
which was not iscladed in the mortgage, and that would be the effect of 
ordering the sale asked for. The plaintiff was entitled to a partition only 
| on the terms of paying off the mortgage.—Soxicitors, Hughes, Hooker, § 
i Co. ; rior, Bigg, § Co. 





l 





ComPany—WinriInG vup—CoNTRIBUTORY—D1RECTOR—ComMPANIES ACT, 
1862, s, 23.—In a case of In re The Electric and Magnetic Company, before 
Fry, J., on the 20th inst., the question arose whether a director of a 
company, to whom no shares bad been allotted, was liable as a contributory 
in the winding up of the company in respect of the number of shares which, 
by the articles of association of the company, were the qualification of a 
director. The articles of association provided that the qualification 
of a director should be the holding of twenty-five shares. ©. was elected 
a director‘at a time when he held no sbaregs, and he acted as such. After 
his election he applied to the company for an allotment of forty shares, the 
application stating in the usual way that the applicant agreed to accept the 
forty shares or any less number which might be allotted to him. After the 
application was sent C. continued to act as director. Before any allotment 
had been made the directors passed a resolution that the applications for 
shares in the company were not snfficient to justify any allotment being 
made, and that the applicants should be allowed to withdraw their applica- 
tions. C. then withdrew his application. The company was ordered to be 
wound up, and the liquidator sought to place C. on the list of contributories 
in respect of twenty-five shares, It was urged that the assent of the 
company to C.’s acting as director after he had ~ “e for shares amounted 
to an agreement to give him twenty-five shares, the qualifying number, in 
answer to his application. Fry, J., declined to accede to this argument, He 
said that the application was for an allotment of shares. An allotment 
meant an assignment to the applicant of a definite number of shares, and 
the mere permitting C. to act as a director was not an allotment. If he 
had applied for a large number of shares and had continued to act as 
director forone day afterwards, he could not, if the shares had turned out very 
valuable, haye compelled the company to give them to him, He could not, 
therefore, ke compelled to take the shares merely because he had acted as 
director.—So.icrrors, W. 7’. Manning ; Ashurst, Morris, & Co. 





PatENT—ANTICIPATION—PUBLICATION—BoOK IN Foreign LANGUAGE. 
In a oase of The United Telephone Company v. Harrison, before Fry, J., 
on the 19th inst., the question arose whether the plaintiffs’ patent for tele- 
plones had been anticipated by a previous invention of a German inventor. 
And this gave rise to the question whether the German invention had 
been sufficiently published in. this country. A desoription of it, written 
in the German language, had been published in Germany, some years before 
the date of the plaintiffs’ patent, in a scientific journal called Zeitschrift des 
Deutsch-Oesterreichischen Telegraphen Vereins. The description was illustrated 
by figures, A copy of this journal was in the library of the Patent Office in 
London, and another copy was in the library of the Institute of Civil 
Engineers in Westminster, in the catalogue of which, however, it was entered 
ed under the bead of ‘* Journals,” not under the head of ‘‘ Telegraphs” or 
**Telephones.” The institute consisted of over 3,000 members, ull of whom 
had access to the library, and they had also the privilege of introducing 
friends. Fry, J., held that this amounted to a sufficient publication of the 
invention in England. He came to the conclusion on the whole, though not 
without some doubt, that the description in the Zeitschrift must be considered 
to have been within the knowledge of persons in this country who were 
ry in such matters.—Soicrrors, Waterhouse $ Winterbotham ; Davidson 
& Morriss, 





Evipence—Witness ABRoAD=—Commiss1on—Orp. 37, 8. 4.—In a case 
of Crofton v. Crofton, before Fry, J., on the 20th inst., the question arose 
whether a commission ought to be issued to take the evidence of a witness 
‘who was a Frenchman, residing in France, and who declined to come to 
England to be examined, or to make an affidavit. The action was brought 
for the administration of the estate of an English lady who had died a widow 
and intestate ia France. The proposed witness was a Frenchman, with whom 
she had lived as bis wife, though she had not been married to him. The 
applicant for the commission was a person who claimed to prove against the 
estate of the intestate for a large sum, to which he said he was entitled, partly 
for his own benefit and partly as a trustee for other persons, one of whom was 
the proposed witness. It was asked that a commission should issue directed 

“to the President of the Civil Tribunal of the Department of the Seine in Paris 

and the judges thereof, There was evidence which showed that, according to 


——~ 








the practice of the French court in such cases, any questions put tog the 
witness would be put only through the judge, and that there would be no’ 
opportunity of cross-examination. Fry, J., said that the case was a suspicious 
one, and the proposed witness ought to be subjected toa most drastic cross- 
examination. Under the circumstances he declined to delegate to any other 
tribunal the determination of what questions ought to be put to the witness. 
He, therefore, refused the application —Soxicitors, M. Abrahams § Co. ; 
Gregory, Roweliffes, & Co. 





InsuncTion—Srmaiagity OF Namze~—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 20.—In 
the case of The Midland Electrie Light and Power Company v. The Brush 
Midland Electric Light and Power Company, before Chitty, J.,on the 19th 
inst., the plaintiffs moved for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
using the name of the Brush Midland Electric Light and Power Company, or 
any other name identical with or so nearly resembling the plaintiffs’ name as to 
be calculated to deceive or mislead. The plaintiffs’ case was that the defend- 
ants had by accident and without any fraudulent intention adopted in the firat 
instance a name identical with that already registered by the plaintiffs, and 
upon the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies pointing out the identity and 
declining to register, the defendants added, by way of prefix, the term “‘ Brush ”” 
to that attempted to have been registered, and proceeded to registration. The 
plaintiffs’ office was in Birmingbam, and they had proposed to confine their 
business to the strictly Midland counties. The defendants’ office was in Lombard- 
street, and their prospectus set forth the intention of doing business in South 
Wales, &c., and in two counties only strictly describable as Midland—viz., 
Nottinghamshire and Leicestershire, Cuitty, J., without calling upon the 
defendants, said that the whole question was whether there was so near a resem- 
blance between the two names asto be a ‘‘ resemblance calculated to deceive,’ 
to use the words of the 20th section of the Companies Act, 1862, which section 
had been decided by the Appeal Courtin Hendriks v. Montagu (L. R. 17 Ch. D. 
638), to have embodied what had previously been the received ground in courts 
of equity for granting injunctions in cases like the present, In his lordship’s 
opinion no person in his senses could be deeeived by the defendants’ use of the 
name. Their first and leading word was “ Brush,” and with respect to their 
use of the word ‘‘ Midland,” that word was not either in law or even in 
geography a term of art. The plaintiffs’ case failed altogether. The motion 
must be refused with costs. After his lerdship’s judgment, it was agreed 
between the parties that the hearing of the motion should be treated as the 
trial of the action.—Sozicrrors, H. Tyrrell, for H. Consett Passman, 
Leamington ; Ingledew § Ince. 


Lunacy—Action By Person or UnsounD Mixp nor so Founp—Nexr 
Frrenp—ComMiTTEE.—In the case of Powell v. Powell, before Chitty, J., on 
the 19th inst., a motion was made by the plaintiff for a receiver, pendente lite, 
of rents of real estates in Breconshire. The action was, in substance, an action 
of ejectment, and the plaintiff claimed the estates in question as the alleged 
eldest surviving son of the tenant for life. At the date of the writ the 
plaintiff was a lunatic not so found by inquisition, and sued by his next 
friend. The plaintiff having since been made a lunatic by inquisition, but 
no committee of his estate having been uppointed, objection was taken to 
the present proceedings as irregular and void. His lordship held that the 
objection was good, and that an application must be mado in lunacy for the 
appointment of a committee of the plaintiff's estate before the action could be 
validly proceeded with.—Soticirors, 2.' Carter, for Zoans, Llandovery ; 
C. St. J. Roche, for Jones, Llandovery. 





PAYMENT OUT OF CouRT—DISAPPEARANCE OF Party InTERESTED—PRE- 
SUMPTION oF DeATH AND NON-MARRIAGE.—In the case of Re James, 
before Chitty, J,, on the 20th inst., a petition was presented for payment out 
of a sum paid into court by trustees and executors representing the share to 
which a son of the testator was entitled under a gift by the testator of residuary 
property to bis children nominatim. The testator died in the year 1874. It 
wag stated by the affidavits that the legatee in question went, in the year 1863, 
when he was twenty-three years of age, upon aa exploring expedition into the 
interior of Australia, and, notwithstanding advertisements inserted in the 
Australian newspapers during the year 1866 containing offers of reward for 
information about him, he had never since been heard of. The court was 
asked to presume that he had died during his father’s lifetime intestate and a 
bachelor, His lordehip made an order upon this presumption, requiring, how- 
ever, a further affidavit as to the legatee never having been married.—Soxt- 
ciTors, F, Richardson § Sadler. 


ee 


Serrtep Estate—Power oF SaLe—Sacze or Wuote Estate—Invest- 
MENT—PERSONALTY.—In the case of Quin v. Tyler and Quin v. Gallwey, 
before Chitty, J.,on the 20th inst., a petition was presented by the trus- 
tees and tenant for life, without impeachment of waste, of a family estate com- 
prising a mansion house, for leave to sell the whole estate together with the 
mansion house. The tenant for life was tweaty-three years of age and un- 
married, and the estate was, after his death, limited to his issue in tail male, 
with remainder to his younger brother in strict settlement. The trustees pos- 
sessed the usual powers of leasing and of sale aad exchange with the consent of 
the tenant for life. The petitioners stated that the nominal income from the 
estate was some £2,800 per annum, including £500 a year for minerals, and 
£300 in respect of the rental of the mansion house, which was leased, together 
with the shootings, to a yearly tenant for the last named sum. The tenant for life 
had incumbered his life estate, and there were also considerable family charges 
on the property, and the net income derived by the tenant for life was, in fact, 
about £1,050 per annum, which would be liable to be reduced to £250, in 





the event of both the mineral income failing and the mansion house being un- 
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tenanted. Under these circumstances it was stated that it was impossible 
for the tenant for life to live at, or to take any pride or interest in, a property 
which, although nominally his own, was utterly useless for any residential 
purposes ; and that as he was tenant for life without impeachment of waste, it 
was his fixed determination to exercise his powers in making the most out of 
the estate by cutting timber and opening mines, and, on the other hand, to 
spend nothing in repairs or re-plaoting, and that he had asked the trustees to 
relieve him froin his intolerable position by selling the whole estate, and 
they, looking as much to the interests of the remaindermen as to those of the 
tenant for life, considered that family prudence would justify the sale, It 
was proposed, in the event of thecourt permitting a sale, to pay the purchase- 
money into court for re-investment on the authorized securities. The 


. younger brother had been served, and made no objection to the proposed sale 


eel 


ee 


andre-investment. Cuutry,J., sid that, notwithstanding the ruling of Lord 
Eldon in Mortlock v. Buller (10 Ves. 291), to the effect that the object of 
a sale under a power of sale contained in a settlement of a family estate must 
be to invest the money in the purchase of another estate, he was of opinion 
that he could make the order as prayed. It would be, no doubt, a beneficial 
order for the tenant for life, and, what was more important, for his issue if he 
should have any ; for the income of the estate was all the property which the 
tenant for life would himself have to spend on them. The law since Lord 
Eldon’s time had been, on public grounds, much altered, and if Lord Cairns’ 
present bill should become law, there was no doubt that the tenant for life 
would have the power he here asked for. He, therefore, felt no hesitation, 
and would make this order.—Soricitors, Frere § Co. ; Farrer, Ouvory, & 
Co. 


Loaren Company — WixpinG-vp PgTITION— EXAMINATION BEFORE 
Srectan ExaMINER—LEAVE TO ATTEND BEFORE SPECIAL EXAMINER— 
SHaREsOLDERS Not ResPoNpENTs To Pstition—Companies Act, 1862, 
ss. 85, 86.—In the case of In re The New Callao Company (Limited), before 
Chitty, J., on the 22nd inst., a petition presented by a shareholder for the 
winding up of the company was ordered to stand over for the directors of the 
company, who were respondents, to file affidavits, and, such affidavits having 
been filed, the petitioner obtained an order for the cross-examination of the 
respondents before a special examiner. Upon the matter again being men- 
tioned an application was made by shareholders who had not been served for 
leave to attend the cross-examination, Cutty, J., said that the Companies 
Acts and tue orders made thereunder were absolutely silent as to the right of 
the applicants to attend the proceedings. There were no reasons specially 
mentioned to him why he should accede to the application, and, in the absence 
of precedent, he should decline to do so,—Soxicitors, Greenfield d: Abbott ; 
W. L. J. Ellis; Beall; Lewis Davis. 





Wrut—Restrainst on ALIgNATION—GIFT OVER ON BaNkRUPTCY— 
Repvexancy—ConDIT1ion—Conpitionat Liwitation.—In the case of In re 
Machu's Will, before Chitty, J., on the 22nd inst., a petition was presented 
for the payment out of court of a sum of £6,200 paid in by a railway company 
in respect of the evn of part of the testator’s real estate, and the 
question arose whether a proviso against alienation by bankruptcy appended 
to a devise in fee could be supported, supposing that the court should construe 
the proviso as a conditional limitation. In the case before the court the 
testator by his will gave his frezhold, copyhold, and leasehold estates, 
comprising the land | sonra ty by the railway company, ‘‘ unto and to the 
use of his daughter, her heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, subject, 
nevertheless, to the proviso hereinafter contained.” The proviso, which 
followed, was a proviso containing a gift over in case his daughter 
should at any time be declared a bankrupt or lquidate with her 
creditors. It was. submitted; onthe one hand, that the devise 

tentamount to-—a—condition in restraint of alienation, and there- 
fore WOU, a being in repugnancy to the absolute interest previously given. 
On The ether band, if was contended that the whole must be read together, 
and construed accordingly into a conditional limitation, upon the principle 
laid down by Lord Cottenham in Webb v. Grace (2 Pb. 701). he 
point was stated to be absolutely novel, there being no reported case 
where a proviso in the nature of a conditional limitation limiting over 
or making to cease an absolate interest on bankrcptcy or insolvency 
had been upheld, notwithstending the note on Bradley v. Peixoto 
(Tudors Leading Cases on Real Property, 3rd ed., p. 978), which 
names authorities in support of a contrary view. Cuitry, J., said he was of 
opinion that the testator had put in a c'ause which was a condition, but not a 
conditions] limitation. There might appear to be some ground for saying that 
Lord Cottenban did not take the same view in Webb v. Grace, where he read 
the proviso as iocorporated in the original limitation, because the limitation 
was made “ subject to the proviso hereinafter contaiced.” He acquiesced in 
Lord Cottenham’s view, but the qnestion there was a question of construction 
on a very different instrument. There was no limitation as here to A. and his 
heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns. The proviso here was a clause 
making altogether void the previous gift, and if it were upheld there was no 
means of avoiding the absurd aud unfair construction that, in the event of 
bankrupley, the gift was woid a+ initio, and not merely from the date of 
bankroptcy. He, therefore, held the condition in question was a condition 
pare and simple, and as such void for repugnaocy.—SoLicitons, Turner § 
Lia 5 Angell, Imbert-Tirry, & Page. 


The Pall Mall Gazette announces the death, on Wednesday, of Alderman 
Henry Ingledew, A Newcastle, said to be the oldest solicitor in the United 
Kingdow, aged ninety-siz years. Mr, logledew had been « solicitor for 
upwards fA sixty-five years, and, entering the Newcastle Town Council when 
he was Sfty-three, he was for forty-three years = member of that body, 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hien Court or Justice—Cuancery Division. 
(Before Kay, J.) 
May 2, 3.—Bailey v. Barlow.* 


Purchase of landed property—Tender of purchase~money to stop interest 
—Refusal to give conveyance—Costs. 


On the day fixed for the completion of the purchase of certain land 
the vendor's solicitor refused to complete, unless a collateral agreement 
as to the making of certain roads adjoining the property was settled. 
The solicitor for the purchaser then tendered to the solicitor for the 
vendor the purchase-money “ to stop interest.” The money was taken 
by the vendor’s solicitor, but he refused to hand over the conveyance of 
the land in question, or to give an acknowledgment for the money, or to 
produce his authority to receive it, the agreement as to the roads being 
still uncertain, 

Held, that the vendor's solicitor had no right to accept the tender of 
the purchase-money without at the same time delivering the convey- 
ance. 

The vendor's solicitor being made a defendant, and it appearing at the 
trial that the vendor would have been ready to accede to the purchaser’s 
wishes as to the agreement respecting the roads, the solicitor was ordered 
to pay the whole costs of the action. 


Trial of action. 

This was an action brought by Mr. Bailey against Mr. Barlow and 
against Messrs. Last & Sons, who acted as solicitors for Mr. Barlow, to 
enforce @ contract for purchase of two pieces of land. Mr. Bailey signed a 
written contract, dated Jane 10, 1881, to purchase certain land from Mr, 
Barlow. There was also, subsequently, an agreement to buy a further piece 
of land, and the plaintiff farther agreed to pay £100 towards the expenses 
of @ road or roads to be constructed by the defendant Barlow on their com- 
pletion. There war, however, a misunderstanding between the plaintiff and 
the defendants, Messrs. Last & Sons, who were acting on behalf of Mr. 
Barlow, as to whetber the £100 was to be paid on the completion of one or 
two roads by Barlow. 

On November 24, 1881, the day appointed to complete the purchase, the 
plaintiff, with his solicitor, attended at the office of Messrs. Last & Sons. 
Mr. Last refused to complete unless the plaintiff would sign a collateral 
agreement for the payment of the £100 on the making of one road only. 
The plaintiff's solicitor then said to Mr, Last, “I shall make a tender of 
the purchase-money to stop interest.” He then offered the sum of 
£3,567 Os. 8d. Mr. Last took the money, but refused to give a conveyance 
until the agreement as to the roads should be settled. He also refused to 
give an acknowledgment for the money, or to show his authority to 
receive it, Au action was then commenced by the plaintiff, claiming an 
injunction to restrain the defendants Barlow and Last & Sons from parting 
with the deed of Conveyance or the sum of £3,567 Os. 8d. Since the com- 
mencement of the action the purchase had been cumpleted, and the agree- 
ment as to the making of the roads settled, and practically the only matter 
now in dispute was as to the costs of the action. 

Righy, Q.C., and Sangster Green, appeared for the plaintiff. 

Higgins, Q.C., and B. B. Rogers, for the defendant, contended that where 
purchase-money is tendered to stop interest, it is always tendered without 
imposing a necessity of giving ® conveyance. A purchaser can at 
any time after the time fixed for completion of the purchase tender the 
money, and so stop the interest. 

Kay, J., in the course of his judgment, said:—There was a bond fide 
misunderstanding and dispute about the roads, and the vendor had a perfect 
right to say, ‘‘ Now, I am not going to convey these two pieces of land to 
you until we have this matter about the roads definitely settled.” On the 
24th of November, when the parties went to Messrs. Laste’ office to com- 
plete the purchase, Mr, Last had a right to say,-‘‘ At any rate, I will see 
my principal, and ascertain from him whether he will accept the terms 
offered before he will allow this conveyance to go out of my hands,” That 
was &@ most reasonable request, The other side, however, asked to have 
the matter settled then and there, and to allow the matter as to the roads 
to stand over generally, Mr, Woodward, the solicitor for the purchaser, 
hed raised the purchase-money for the plaintiff by borrowing it from 
other cliente, and it was a matter of considerable importance to him 
to have the purchase completed at once, in order that a conveyance might 
be got. He therefore made a tender of the purchase-money. He said, ‘I 
shall make o tender of the purchase-money to stop interest,” Now, it 
seems to me really, that, under the ciroumstances which I have detailed, 
the meaning of that was absolutely without question. If Mr. Woodward 
and his client were right, and if the agreement was an agreement which 
they bad power to enforce, then the tender of the purchase-money might 
have eae the interest. But why P For this reason only, that then in 
that state of tings, if they had a binding agreement accordtng to their view 
of it, they would be entitled there and then to complete. Tho object of Mr. 
Woodward and his client was to put the defendants entirely in the wrong, by 
saying, “ We will do everything on our part to complete this transaction, and 
we will make it clear that it is your fault if we are right on the only question 
that is now left between us.” Tho tonder of the urehase-money was, in fact, 
merely doing that which the purchaser considered incumbent on him to do in 
order to complete his part of the matter, and it is absolutely, to my mind, as 
clear as the sun at noon-dey that everybody there understood perfectly well 


© Koported by A. J. Srancun, Eoq., Barristor-at- Law. 
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that that purchase-money was only offered as part of the completion, and 
vpon the usual terms that the conveyance should be given in exchange for it, 
and that everybody there thoroughly understood that, unless the conveyance 
was given in exchange for it, it was the duty of the defendant’s solicitor to 
refuse the tender and not take the money. 

Mr, Last and his firm are rightly made parties to this action, because at 
this interview he did not even produce his authority to receive the money, 
although he was asked for it, and the plaintiff had no choice but instantly to 
place a writ on the file. An arrangement has since been made which the 
parties were very wise to come to, Whatever may be the case as to making 
solicitors and others in a like position parties to an action merely for the sake 
of praying costs against them, as to which there is very considerable authority, 
it is quite clear from Heatley v. Newton (30 W. R, 72, L. R. 19 Ch. D. 326), 
and other cases, that if they are made parties for any part of the relief in a 
case in which it may be proper at the hearing to make them liable for costs, 
the plaintiff has a right to retain them until the hearing, unless they offer to 
stay the suit by paying all the costs. In this case nosuch offer has been made. 
From the evidence of Mr. Barlow, it appears that if Mr. Last had postponed 
the completion, refused the tender, and referred the matter to his client, his 
client would have accepted the view which the plaintiff took, and this action 
would never have been brought. I am, therefore, obliged to say that Mr. 
Last must pay all the costs of this action. 

Solicitors, Ravenscroft, Hills, & Woodward ; Last § Sons, 





COUNTY COURTS. 
Bow. 
(Before J. B. Dasznt, Esq., Judge.) 
May 19.—Franks v. Silver § Co. 


Employers’ Liability Act, 1880—Defective notice of injury—Section 4— 
County Court Rules, 1880, r. 3—Particulars of demand. 


The plaintiff sued under the Employers’ Liability Act to recover from his 
employers the sam of £200, as compensation for personal injuries, 

Thomas, instructed by Nazer, for the plaintiff ; and 

Ruegg, instructed by Watson, Sons, & Room, for the defendants. 

The notice of injury required to be given by section 4 of the Act was con- 
tained in a letter written by the plaintiff's solicitor to the defendants, which 
merely stated that the plaintiff had been injured ‘‘in consequence of being 
directed to stand upon a loose board in running water.” 

In the particulars of demand required by the County Court Rules of 1880, 
r. 3, to be attached to the summons, the plaintiff attributed his injury to “ de- 
fect in the conditions of the ways, works, machinery, or plant connected with 
or used in the business of the employer.” 

His Honour held that the requirements of the Act had not been properly 
complied witb, and non-suited the plaintiff. 


te eee 


Burney. 
(Before W. T. S. Dantet, Esq., Q.0., Judge.) 
May 18.— Varley v. Birley. 

Sutcliffe, for the plaintiff; and Vowell, for the defendants, 

His Honour delivered the following judgment :— 

This action is brought to recover the sum of £1 7s. 6d. for work and 
labour done by the plaintiff for the defendants. The plaintiff was a spinner 
in the employ of the defendants, who are the owners of a spinning mill at 
Burnley. Up to the 15th of March last the plaintiff had been in their 
employ for about eighteen months, and had been a spinner employed in 
similar establishments for fourteen or fifteen years. Previous to the 15th 
of March the plaintiff and the other spinners in the defendants’ employ— 
twenty-two in number—desired to obtain from the defendants an advance of 
wages and acted in concert together for that purpose, as they were entitled 
todo. The defendants were not willing to give the required advance, ard in 
consequence the plaintiff and the other spinners on the 15th of March gave the 
defendants a proper notice in writing, in compliance with the rules of the mill, 
that they would all leave the defendants’ employment in seven days, expiring 
on the 22nd of Marob, and on that day the plaintiff and the other spinners left, 
and thus the contract of service between the plaintiff and the defendants was 
duly and absolutely determined on that day. By the praotice of the mill 
the wages of the workmen are caloulated and made up to and inclading the 
Wednesday in each week, and are paid on the Saturday following. The 
wages of the spinner are regulated by the quantity of work he can 
produce from the frames under his management, and it is there- 
fore the common interest of the spinner and his employer that 
the quantity of work thus produced should be as large as possible. 
The more the epioner can earn the better for tho employer under 
anormal state of things, Tho plaintiff was employed upon two frames or 
mules, upon which there wero 2,428 spindles, aud in order to work these mules 
properly, and so as to produce the largest quantity of good work—a result in 
which he and the defendants were mutually interested—it was necessary that 
the plaintiff should be provided with tho assistance of at least two other work- 
men, called a jason! and creelor, who, whilst the mules are in motion, must 
be under the plaintiff's exclusive superintendence and control. For the com- 
mon interest of the spinnor and his employer it is obvious that these assistants 
should be such as the spinner approves, and in whom he can have confidence. 
And it bas thus become the general practice for the spinner to select his assist- 


ants, and further to agree with them for a fixed amount of weekly ; and 
the employer does not, as a rule mene by the 
spinner or the amount of wookl 


interfere eithor with the selection 
ly wages to bo paid, as it is as much for the 








interest of the employer as the spinner that these assistents should be compe- 
tent, submissive to the control of the spinner, and that all should work in har- 
mony together as efficiently and regularly as the mules themselves. At the 
appointed pay-day the practice has been for the spinaer to inclade the wages 
of the piecer and creeler as part of his wages for the week ; the amount is paid 
to him by the employer, and ont of the sam so paid he pays the wages of the 
piecer and creeler. ‘This practice has been continued so long and become so 
general that the plaintiff insists that the piecer and creeler are entirely and 
exclusively his servants—that their contract of service is with him alone— 
that he, of his own independent authority, hired them and fixed the amount of 
their wages, that he is liable to them for those wages, and that he alone, inde- 
pendently of his emplover, can determine their contract of service ; and asa 
consequence that the defendants, as his employers, have no control over the 
assistants he engages, nor are in any way concerned, or have any right to 
interfere, with the amount of wages to be paid or their payment. Accordingly in 
exercise of this right as claimed by the plaiotiff, when he gave the defendants 
his week’s notice to leave their employment, he at the same time gave a week’s 
notice to the piecer and creeler to leave their employment with him. This notice 
the piecer and creeler accepted, and they, on the 22nd of March, left the defend- 
ants’ mill together with the plaintiff. No notice whatever was given by either 
of these workmen to the defendants, On Saturday, the 23th of March, the 
pay-day, the plaintiff brought in his claim for wages as usual. This amounted 
to £2 19s. 44d., and included the wazes of the piecer 17s. 6d., and thecreeler 
10s., together £1 7s. 6d.; the difference, £1 11s, 104d., being the amount due to 
the plaintiff for his work as spinner. This sum the defendants offered to pay him 
and he accepted it, but the defendant refused to pay him the £1 7s. 6d., on the 
ground that they had not received any notice from either the piecer or creeler ; 
and, treating them as defendants’ servants, they insisted upon their right to 
retain those sums, so that when applied for by the piecer and creeler for their 
wages the defendants could set up a cross-demand for damages for breach of 
contract, on having left their service without giving the notice required by 
the rules. After this dispute had thus arisen the plaintiff, in discharge of 
what he considered to be his duty as the employer of the piecer and creeler, 
paid them their wagesand they accepted them from him, as their employer, 
thus ignoring any contract of service with the defendants, and this action is 
now brought by the plaintiff for the amount so paid, £1 7s. 6d., treating that 
sum as representing work and labour done by him for the defendants. The 
question thus raised between the plaintiff and defendants is represented 
as being one of interest and importance as well to the employers of 
labour as the employed in the spinning trade, which is extensivaly carried on 
in Burnley and the adjoining district, and this action is treated as a repre- 
sentative action, the decision in which will determine several other actions 
now pending in this court against the defendants. The claim of the plaintiff 
involves the right to limit the exercise of control by the defendants over 
parties employed in their mill; in other words, it seeks to establish an 
imperium in imperio on authority in the mill, enabling labour to control capital 
to an extent which interferes with that freedom which is the equal right of 
capital and labour. It is little short of a claim to a proprietary right, one 
which in time might ripen into a right to claim compensation for distar' 

as it is easy to suppose a case in which an employer might desire to alter 
the arrangements of his mill in a manner which would involve the determina- 
tion of a contract of service with some particular spinner against whom no 
fault could be alleged, and who might say, Why throw me out of employ- 
ment merely to put in my place another no better than I am? I suffer loss 
through your act, give me compensation. Such a claim must be able to stand 
the teat of close examination, because it interferes with that liberty which is 
the equal right of both contracting parties, its necessary effect being to interfere 
with the relation between the parties, arising out of the contract of employ- 
ment and service, to the prejudice of one party and against his will. The claim 
is rested for its foundation upon the generality and long continuance of the 
practice, but these do not appear to me to be the proper test by which to 
determine the several rights and liabilities of the respective jes, in 
a case which originates in a simple contracé of employmeat on 
the one hand, and service on the other, unless expressly provided 
for by the terms of the contract. It would not aris by implication, 
because so long as both parties are acting in harmony together, 
the practice is one which promotes and secures the true interests of all 
parties concerned. The dispute which has now occurred has disturbed this 
harmony and put un end to the peaceful relations which, until it arose, existed 
between the parties, and the dispute, having arisen out of a demand by the 

plaintiff which, although one he had a right to make, was also one which the 
defendants had an equal right to refuse to accede ta, it would not be just or 
reasonable that either party should be allowed to obtain any advantage over 
the other as a consequence of arrangemeats which had been made and acted 
upon ia good faith for the mutual benefit of both parties. And the respective 
rights and liabilities of both parties under the original contract of employ- 
ment and service ought in fairness to be unaffected in the fature by 
any arrangements which have been made by mutual consent for giving 
effect to the contract, when those arrangements have been distarded, 
and put an end to by the act of one of the parties The defendants, 
as owners of the mill, are the principals, and in that character are 
responsible to all persons employed in their service in the basiaess of the 

raill, subject to the existing rales and regulations, and that er pe is 
fixed by law upon them whether the contract of service be made directly with 
them as principals, or through an agent duly authorized by them for the 
purposes of the mill. It is obvious the defendants as principals must employ 
agents, to whom certaia limited powersand authorities are ameter ani for any 
acts done by such ageuts within the limits of their authority the defendants, as 
principals, are responsible, aad the acts so done by their agents are as effectual as 
if done by the defendants themselves, Then, when the plaintif engaged himeelf 
as spinner, and in order to enable him properly to perform his engagement, 
required the services of assistants, it the duty of the defendants, 
arising out of their contract with the plaintiff, to sapply him with sack 
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assistants, there not being any express contract between him and the de- 
fendants that it should be his duty to provide them for himself, and at his own 
risk, and on his own responsibility. When he is left by the defendants to 
engage them he acts in so doing as the authorized agent of the defendants, 
and thereby renders them responsible to the persons so engaged for the proper 
fulfilment of the terms on which he engaged them, if not objected to or inter- 
fered with by the defendants, They supply the plaintiff with the machinery, 
the power required to keep it in motion, the raw material, and the services of 
the assistants, as incident to the defendants’ contract of employment with the 
plaintiff, and be is entitled as against the defendants tu claim the proper 
supply of each and every one of these particulars. And as a consequence he, in 
the absence of express contract, could no more claim as his own the right to 
supply the services of the assistants than he could the supply of the 
machinery, the power, or the raw material. The fact that the plaintiff as 
spinner engages the assistants, agrees with them the amount of their wages, 
receives those wages weekly from the defendants, and pays them directly to 
the assistants without any actual interference on the part of the defendants , 
does not, in my opinion, alter the legal charactor of the original relationship 
between the parties arising out of the contract of employment and service. 
These acts of the pleintiff are referable to his position of spinner acting 
properly as the authorized agent of the defendants, for his and their mutual 
interests, Aud, in my judgment, however long this practice may have existed, 
and however general it may have become in similar establishments, the prac- 
tice not having originated in any unlawful assumption of authority by the 
spinner, or any neglect on the part of the employer in submitting to it, it is 
not the case of a wrong converted into a right by usage and acquiescence, 
however long or however general, and the defendants are not deprived of any 
of their rights, nor relieved from avy of their liabilities as prin- 
cipals. Thus, if the spinner after he has received the wages of the 
assistants should be dishorest and waste the money intrusted to him for 
the purpose of paying those wages, I am of opinion that the assistants 
would be entitled by law to look to the defendants for payment—as being 
workmen of the defendants engaged ty their authorized agent at wages 
approved by them—and might treat the money paid by the defendants to the 
spinner for their wages as money paid by the defendants to their agent to be 
me by him in that character to those assistants, and for which if not paid 
y the plaintiff they would be entitled to look to the defendants. Again, if 
either of the astistants should, without negligence on his part, sustain a 
personal injury resulting from obedience to an order given by the spinner, 
which it was the assistant’s duty to obey, the assistant so injured would not 
be Jeft by law to obtain compensation from the spinner as his employer, but 
would be entitled, under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, to look to the 
defendants for compensation, and to treat the spinner a8 a person intrusted 
by the defendents with superintendence, and whose orders the assistant 
injared, es a workman in the employ of the defendants, was bound to obey, 
The claim eet up by the plaintiff would have the effect of depriving workmen 
of valuable rights against their employers which the law has secured to them, 
and of involving liebilities from which, as it appears to me, employers if they 
yielded to the claim now made by the spinner would not be allowed to escape, 
thus showing that, rightly considered, the question raised in this contention is 
quite as much a workman’s question as an employer’s, if not more. It would 
not be difficult to suggest analogous cases of employment end service from 
which, following out the grounds of the present claim, logically, the result 
would be a reductio ad absurdum. Take, for instance, the case of the owner 
of a large estate residing at a distance, employing an agent, who in his 
employer's interest engages workmen under bim as necessary for the proper 
discharge of his duty, such as clerks in the estate office, labourers on a farm 
in bend, whese wages he arranges and pays out of principal’s money. A 
dispute arises between the owner and his agent—the agent wants an increase 
of sslary, which the owner declines to give. The agent gives a proper notice 
to determine the employment, which the owner accepts. And at the same 
time the agent, without informing the owner, gives notice to the clerks 
and Isbourers to leave their employment, and they leave accordingly. 
The owner comes and finds the estate office closed, the clerks 
gone, the labourers gone also, As a consequence the arrangements 
as to tenants of the estate are unknown, and can only be ascertained by 
inquiry avd investigation, which, for want of explanation by the clerks, 
the owner is unable to make, As to the farm, he finds it deserted, the 
horses unfed, the cows not milked, the sheep without a shepberd, breaking 
through fences and trespassing on the neighbours’ crops, subjecting the owner 
to action for damages, All these mischiefs, the consequence of the agent’s 
unwarrantable assumption of authority, and done to spite his principal, 
because he could not increase the agent’s salary. Again, take the case 
of an owner of an extensive garden, who employs a head-gardener, 
and intruste him with the engagement of as many under-gardeners 
as he requires, and leaving to him the arrangement of their work 
and wages. A dispute arises between the owner and the head- 
gardener about an increase of wages, and, to gain his ends, he gives notice 
to his employer to leave bis service, and, at the same time, behind his 
employer's back, gives the wunder-gardeners notice to leave et the same time, 
and they leave, and the employer, at the expiration of the head-gardener’s 
notice, comet and finds the gardens deserted, the daily and hourly attendance 
to the frvit and flower houses neglected, the frnit irreparably injured, and the 
plants and flowers spoiled. All this miechief is attributable to the unwarrant- 
able acts of the agent, done to compel his employer to submit to his agent's 
ferms. Similar instances of abuse might be multiplied ad nauseam, In 
principle it appears to me that these su d cases are the game as the claim 
made in the present action, which is an attempt to convert an agent into a 
priscipal by — attempt to vary the terms of the original contract of 
ment service 


t will therefore be entered in the action for the defendants with 


If the plaintiff apply for leave to appeal by special case I grant that leave on 
his giving the proper and usual security for costs. I decline to give leave to 
appeal generally, My reason for giving only this conditional leave to appeal 
is principally that there will be no dispute of facts before the Court of Appeal 
a dispute which I believe sometimesleads to a miscarriage of justice. 








OBITUARY. 


SIR JOHN HOLKER. 


The Right Hon. Sir John Holker, late one of the judges of the Court of 
Appeal, died on the 24th inst., at the age ‘of fifty-four. Lord Justice Holker 
was the son of Mr. Samuel Holker, of Bury, Lancashire, and was born in 
1828. He was educated at the Bury Grammar School. He was articled to 
the late Mr. Eastham, a solicitor at Kirkby Lonsdale, but at the end of his 
period of service he entered at Gray’s-inn. He was called to the bar in 1854, 
when he joined the Northern Circuit, and for several years practised locally at 
Manchester with considerable success, He subsequently quitted Manchester 
for London, and in 1866 (when of only twelve years’ standing) he was created 
a Queen’s Counsel. He rapidly obtained a recognized position as one of the 
leaders of his circuit, and in 1872 he was elected M.P. for Preston, in the Con- 
servative interest, and he retained this seat as long as he continued at the bar, 
In April, 1874, he was appointed Solicitor-General under Lord Beaconsfield’s 
Government. He shortly afterwards received the honour of knighthood, and 
in November, 1875, he succeeded Sir Richard Baggallay as Attorney-General. 
He retired with his party in Apri], 1880. Sir J. Holker was an active law 
officer, and he carried the Summary Procedure Act, 1879, and the Publio 
Prosecutors Act. He also introduced the Criminal Code Bill, which was 
referred to a Royal Commission, but was not passed. Although not a fluent or 
attractive speaker, Sir J, Holker was a sound Jawyer, and a most able advocate. 
He was a formidable cross-examiner, and he enjoyed the reputation of a most 
successful verdict gainer. He had held briefs in many important cases, 
and among the criminal prosecutions which he conducted were the 
Wainwright case, the Staunton case, and the great “ detective” case. He 
was a man of most kindly and modest disposition, and was greatly 
beloved by all his professional friends. Since his retirement from office 
he had enjoyed a very extensive private practice, and in January last, on 
the death of Sir Robert Lush, he was appointed by his political opponents 
to a seat in the Court of Appeal, and he was sworn a member of the 
Privy Council, The appointment was warmly approved by the profession, 
and he had already given a promise of achieving a high judicial repu- 
tation. Sir J. Holker’s health had been failing during the last few months, 
but it was hoped that the relief from professional work would have a beneficial 
effect. Last week he unfortunately caught a cold, which led to inflammation 
of the lungs, and he expired after a tew days’ illness. The deceased wasa 
bencher of Gray’s-inn, and was treasurer of that society in 1875, He had 
been twice married, but he leaves no family. On Wednesday morning, at the 
sitting of the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn, the Master of the Rolls 
referred to the death of Lord Justice Holker. He said :—‘‘I am very sorry to 
say that we have just received news of the death of our late colleague, Sir John 
Holker. I wish to express our deep sorrow at the event. His career as a 
judge was so short, and his health during that period so bad, that we can only 
say that the hopes of the successful prosecution of his career have been disap- 
pointed by the unfortunate break-down of his health so soon after his eleva- 
tion to the bench.” 


MR, SAMUEL EDWARDS. 

Mr. Samuel Edwards, solicitor, of 11, Queen Victoria-street, and Lewisham, 
died at his residence, Sawtry Lodge, College-park, Lewisham on the 14th 
inst. Mr. Edwards was born in 1821. He was admitted a solicitor in 1850, 
and had practised for about thirty years at Lewisham, having also an office in 
the City of London. He had a large local business at Lewisham, and held 
some important appointments. Shortly after the passing of the Metropolitan 
Local Managemevt Act, 1855, he was appointed clerk to the Lewisham 
District Board of Works, and he held the office for twenty-five years. He 
was also clerk to the Lewisham Board of Guardians, superintendent registrar , 
and vestry clerk of Lewisham parish. Mr, Edwards was buried at the 
Lewisham Cemetery on the 18th inst., several of the guardians and members 
of the vestry and district board being present at the funeral, 





MR. EDWARD WOODARD, 

Mr. Edward Woodard, solicitor, of 2, Ingram-court, Fenchurch-street, and 
Billericay, died on the 15th inst,, from disease of the heart, after a few days’ 
illness, Mr, Woodard was born in 1814, and was admitted a solicitor in 1842, 
and had an extensive practice both in the City and in Essex. He was clerk to 
the Billericay Town Hall Company and to Bayley’s Charity Trastees, and for 
many years rendered valuable service as a guardian of the poor, and a member 
of the Billericay School Board. He had at one period a considerable county 
court practice, being a good speaker and a discreet advocate.- He had also acted 
in severs) elections as local agent for the Liberal party, Mr. Woodard was a 
considerable landowner in Essex, and was well known as a successful agri- 
culturalist. 





In consequence of the death of Sir John Holker, Mr, Justice Chitty has 
kindly undertaken to preside, in place of the late judge, at the fiftieth 
anviversary festival of the United Law Clerks’ Society, which will take 
place at the Freemasons’ Tavern, on Wedneaday, June 7, 
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SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the annual geveral court, held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, the 25th inst., the following being 
present—viz., Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. Boltor, Boodle, 
Barges, Collisson, Proudfoot, Tylee, Williamson, and A. B. Carpenter 
(secretary), the report of the directors and the treasurer’s accounts for the 
past year were read and approved, the president and other officers of the 
association were elected, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 





The following is the report of the board of directors. 

1. Your directors have the pleasure of submitting to the members of the Law 
nor a report of their proceedings and the accounts for the last twelve 
months, 

2. Your directors have considered thirty-three cases of the primary class, 
and have distributed — them the aggregate sum of £1,465. 

8. They have also considered numerous applications of the secondary or non- 
members’ class which have come before them, and they have distributed the 
sum of £150 placed at their disposal amongst sixteen cases. 

4, Your directors recommend to the general court that a sum of £150 be 
placed at their disposal for the cases of non-members for the ensuing year. 

5. Your directors have the pleasure to report that they have received towards 
the funds of the association donations of £10 10s, from the Honourable Society 
of Staple-inn ; and £5 5s. from C, R. Rivington, Esq. They have also much 
pleasure in acknowledging the receipt of a legacy of £500 from the executors 
of Charles Richard Craddock, Esq., formerly of Gray’s-inn-square. 

6. The severe] investments now belonging to the association amount to 
£35,883 149, 11d.; on deposit at the London and Westminster Bank, £500. 
The dividends received last year amounted to £1,221 5s. 7d. 

7. There are now 373 members of the association ; 140 are life members 
and 239 are annual subscribers, the amount received from whom for the past 
year has been £471 9s., which sum, added to the dividends received from 
the above investments, makes the income for the year £1,692 14s, 7d. 

8. Your directors report with regret the deaths of five members during 
the t year, viz. :—Mr. John Murray, Mr. Frederic Ouvry, Mr. Henry 
Child, Mr. James Heather, and Mr. Charles Ford. During the same period 
eight new members have joined the association, three of whom are life 
members, and five are annual subscribers. 

9. The names of above 4,000 solicitors appear in the Law List for 1882 
as practising within the metropolitan district (where the operations of the 
society are carried on), but there are only 379 members of the association. 
Your directors feel that it only needs a little personal effort on the part of 
individual members in explaining the objects of the association, and in 
inviting professional friends and neighbours to become subscribers, to obtain 
a large addition to the list of members, and thus enable the directors to 
entertain more of the numerous applications made to them for assistance. 

10. By the regulations of the association, the president, vice-president, 
treasurers, directors, aud auditors for the ensuing year are to be elected at the 
present meeting. 

11. Your directors, and many members of the association, are of opinion 
that the time has now arrived when it would be better, in every respect, that 
the offices of president and vice-president should be filled by members of their 
own branch of the profession. Accordingly, the board of directors have unani- 
mously pas the following resolutions and bye-law—subject to the approval 
and confirmation of thie court :—(a.) “That Laurence Desborough, Esq., be 
recommended at the next annual general court to fill up the vacancy in the 
office of president of the association caused by the death of Lord Hatherley.” 
(b.) ‘* That Edward Tylee, Esq., be recommended at the next annual general 
court a8 vice-president.” (c.) ‘And that John Boodle, Esq., and Harry 
Smith Styan, Esq., be recommended as treasurers of the association.” 
Proposed bye-law :—(d.) ‘‘That the president and vice-president for the 
time being of the association be directors ex-officio.” The names of the above 
gentlemen are so well known to every member of the association that the 
directors confidently recommend them to be elected to fill the above offices. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society, held at Clement’s-inn Hall on Wednesday, May 
17, Mr, F. O. Edlin in the chair, Mr. A. Lloyd moved, “ That the esthetic 
movement in art and literature has improved the national taste.” The opener 
was supported by Messrs, Kains-Jackson and Standen, and opposed by Messrs. 
Williams, Spence, Broun, and Swepetone. Mr. Lloyd then replied, and the 
— put the motion to the meeting, which, upon a division, was lost by 
one vote, 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
Tuesday, May 23.—The socioty discussed the question, “That the House of 
Lords should be reformed by abolishing the present system of heredita 
rages,” which Mr. T. B, Napier opened in the affirmative, Messrs, P. 'T, 
s, Sargent, and H. Mossop supported the opener, and Messrs, Hutton, C, 
E. Bary, G, B. Ellis, Strickland, and Bower spoke in favour of the negative, 
After the opener had replied, a division took place, which resulted in the sup- 
porters of the negative side having a majority of two votes, 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held in the Law Library on Tuesday last, 
Samuel Baldev, Esq., in the chair. The subject for debate was, “‘ Are the 
principles laid down in Ez parte Valpy and Chaplin (1872) and In re Native 
Iron Ore Company (1876) sound ? Would those decisions be followed by the 
House of Lords?” The speakers on the affirmative were Massrs, Coley, 
Robinson, W. J. C. Hill, Aldiogton, Streetley, and Hyde ; and, on the nega- 
tive, Messrs. Whitaker, Stevens, F, W. White, and T, A, J, Brown. e 
debate was decided in favour of the affirmative, 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Artuur Hartstong, solicitor, of Bradford, has been appointed a Co 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Davip Rosert Lewis, solicitor, of Merthyr Tydvil, Dowlais, and 
Aberdare, has been appointed Clerk to the County Magistrates at Merthyr 
Tydvil. Mr. Lewis was admitted a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Frepericx Potiock, barrister, has been appointed Professor of 
Jurisprudence at University College, London. Mr. Pollock is the eldes: son of 
Sir Frederick Pollock, baronet, the Queen’s Remembrancer, and he isa grand- 
son of the late Lord Chief Baron Sir Frederick Pollock. He was born in 
1845, and was educated at Eton. He was formerly fellow of Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated as second classic in 1867. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1871. 


Mr. Tuomas Pitr TaswEtt LanGMEaD, barrister, has been appointed Pro- 
fessor of Constiiutional Law and History at University College, London. 
Mr. Langmead is a B.C.L. of St. Mary’s Hall, Oxford. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1863. He was for several years tutor in 
constitutional law at the Inns of Court, 


Mr. Witt1am Neitson Hancock, LL.D., Q.C., of the Irish bar, has 
been appointed Clerk of the Crown and Hanaper in Ireland. 

Mr. JoHn Marspen, solicitor, cf Wakefield, has been appointed a Magis- 
trate for the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Marsden was admitted a soli- 
citor ia 1830. 4 


Mr. Henry Waite, solicitor, of Winchester, has been elected Coroner for 
the Winchester Division of Hampshire. Mr. White is coroner for the city of 
Winchester. He was admitted a solicitor in 1873, and is in partnership with 
Mr. Walter Bailey, town clerk of Winchester. 


Mr. Francis Law Latuam, barrister, has been appointed to officiate as a 
Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Bombay. r. Latham was formerly 
scholar of Brasenose College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in 
classics in 1860. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity 
Term, 1864. 


Mr. Jones Quarn Picor, barrister, has been appointed to officiate as 
Advocate-General at Bombay, Mr. Pigot isa graduate of Trinity College, 
Dublin. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 
1864. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


JoHN Herpert SLATER and Ernest Warts (Kearsley, Slater, & Watts), 
solicitors, Manchester. May13. The said Ernest Watts will in future con- 
tinue to practise under the style or firm of Kearsley, Slater, & Watts, as afore- 
said. [Gazette, May 19.] 


CuarLes James Darntrey, 75, Park-street, Grosvenor-square, and 
FREDERICK Hickson, Petworth, solicitors. May 1. 


Wituram Evans, James Ricnarpson Houwipay, Artaur Goptss, aed 
JosHua ALFRED Varpy (Wragge, ,Evans, Holliday, & Co.), solicitors, Bir- 
mingham, May 11. So far as relates to the said Joshua Alfred Vardy. 

Samuet Haprrecp and Watrsr Wiutrams (Hadfield & Williams), soli- 
citors, Manchester, Altrincham, and Bowdon. December 31, 1881. The said 
practice will be carried on by the said Walter Williams on his own account 
under the said style or firm of Hadfield & Williams. 


Georce LeappsTeR WINGATE and Ernest Aveustus Jackson (Wia- 

te & Jackson), solicitors, Angel-court, Throgmorton-street. May 12. The 

usiness will in future be carried on by George Leadbeter Wingate solely, at 
the offices aforesaid. [ Gazette, May 23.] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Srock ComPanrss. 
Linrrep ry CRANCERY. 

Awytrvs Comprayy, Luirrep.—Petition for Meeps PO presented May 17, directed to 
peck mabe before Chitty, J., on June 10, Foss and Legg, Adchureh lane, solicitors for 
petitioner 

Avowpage Parser Company, Luosrrep.—Petition for winding we Bg May 17, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on June 10, White Bedford row, 
solicitors for the petitioners : 

Nins Rezrs Gory Mruvuve Company, Loerrep.—Petition for beer A yen 
May 18, directed to be heard before Chitty, J. ga June 1 Addou, 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner 
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Wrwaap Disteatcr Gotp Mtnrne Company, Limittep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 15, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on June 10. Beall and Co, 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner ] 

[ Gazette, May 19.] 


Merroporiray Cas anv CagkraGe Buitpine anp Lrrtine Company, Limrrep.—By an 
order made by Fry, J., dated April 23, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
of the company be continued. Morris, Mitre ct, Temple, solicitor for the petitioners 

Wartre Oax Cottrery Company, Liurrep.—By anorder made by Bacon, V.C., da! 
May 13, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Clarke and Co, solicitors for 


the petitioners 
[ Gazette, May 23.] 
UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Butz Docrs Loan Socrety.—Chitty, J., has fixed June 1, at 11.30, at his chambers, for 
the appointment of an official liquidator 
(Gazette, May 23.] 


County Patatine oF LANCASTER. 
Limrrep ry CHANCERY. 

Derwex Dec Paxyot-Gwry Copper AND Leap Mrinine Company, Liwrtep.—By an 
order made by the Vice-Chancellor, dated May 16, it was ordered that the company 
be wound up. Mather, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, May 23.] 


FRIENDLY Societies DissOLvEp. 
Bayp or Brotuers Loner, United Order of Free Gardeners, Apply Bridge Inn, 
Wrightington, Wigan, Lancaster. May 15 
Betpgr Cavrecu Sick anp Frnerat Society, Vestry of the Old Chapel, Belper. May 15 
Loyat Brertanxia Lover, Brighton Unity of Odd Fellows, Pechell Arms, Market st, 
Brighton, Sussex. May 15 , 
[ Gazette, May 19.] 


Frrexpty Stsrzns’ Socrery, Fothergill’s Arms, Aberdare, Glamorgan. May 16 
Juxstor Crvit Sexvicz Svrrtxy Association, Liwirzp, Albert villas, Serpentine rd, 


N.W. May 16 
(Gazette, May 23.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Orper oF Court. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before the Vice-Chancellor 
Sir James Bacon, the Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles Hall, Mr. Justice Fry, Mr. 
Justice Kay, and Mr. Justice Chitty respectively, it is expedient that a portion 
cf the causes assigned to Vice-Chancellor Hall, Mr. Justice Fry, and Mr. 
Justice Chitty respectively, sbould be transferred to the Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon, and that a further portion of the causes so assigned should, for the 
purpose only of trial or hearing, be transferred to Mr. Justice Kay. Now I, 
the Right Hon. Roundell Baron Selborne, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes set forth in the schedules hereto 
be transferred as follows, that is to say—those in the first schedule from the 
Vice-Chancellor Hall to Vice-Chancellor Bacon, those in the second echedule 
from the Vice-Chancellor Hall to Mr. Justice Kay, for the purpose only of trial 
or bearing; those in the third schedule from Mr. Justice Fry to the Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon ; those ia the fourth schedule from Mr. Justice Fry to Mr. 
Justice Kay for the purpose only of trial or hearing ; those in the fifth schedule 
from Mr. Justice Chitty to Vice-Chancellor Bacon; and those in the sixth 
schedule from Mr. Justice Chitty to Mr. Justice Kay, for the purpose only of 
trial or bearing, and all such causes are to be marked in the cause books 
accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up 
in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


First Schedule—¥ rom Vice-Chancellor { Essex v Harris 1881 E 630 
Hall to Vice-Chancellor Bacon. | Perkin vy Scott 1881 P 2,880 
(Witness snd non-witness actions’ Doddv Brown 18381 D 48 
taken consecutively.) | In re Abbott, decd Graham y Paine 
Kery Williams 1881 K 1,020 | 1881 A 306 
Goslter v Roumien 1873 G 85 | Essex vw Appleton 1881 E 897 
Holt vy Helt 1831 H 2,035 | Oldham v Hayward Heath Local Bd, 
Pa‘chett v Illingworth 1831 P 3,556| 1881 O 319 
Ball v Moreton 1881 B 6,157 | Reid v Mogford 1881 R 425 
Aylwin vEvans 1881 A 1,280 | Hansonw Wood 1881 H 3,325 
In re Loddy, decd. Jones v Hill 1881 | Dixon vy Wood 1881 D 1,746 
L7 | Worseldine v Thuey 1881 W 2,401 
| Trott v Bramall 1881 T 797 
§ | Lockhart v Webster 1881 L 3,165 
Steffurth vy Stafforth 1592 8 609 | Winby v Cardiff District and Penarth 
Shoosmith yStratton 1581 S 5,882' Harbour Tram Co. Id. and apr. 
Wallis vy Shooltred 1281 W 2,023/ 1881 W 3,133 
— _ eee Waterworks Co. | ee vMaclure 1881 8 2,976 
S81 N 832 | Trevick v Hungarian Copper Co, Ld. 
Musdy v Barrett 1981 ME2,610 | 1881 T 89 — 
Tarnerv Hoare 1881 T 2,13 | Wye Ry. Co. v Hawes 1579 W 291 
Locke ¥ Steere 1261 L 3,452 | Morgansv Morgans 1861 M 1,596 
Croming vy Raymond 1862 C 1,158 | Third Schedule—From Mr. Justice 
Turnbull y Wodfin 1841 8 7,642! Fry to Vice-Chancellor Bacon. 
Maullens v Miller 1992 M 52 | (Witness and non-witoess actions 
Wodhouse y Hergreaves 1661 W)| taken consecutively.) 
3,164 | Squire v Crocker 1352 S 120 
bens Echedule—V¥rom Viee-Chan-\ In re Salter, decd Salter v Salter 
ellos Hall to Mr. Justice Kay.| 1879 8 115 
(Witeess actions for trial or hesriog | Goldemid v Great Eastern Ky Co 


Berry y Keen 1882 B 1,809 
Stanly v Grundy 1882 8 525 


aly.) 1662 G 4% 
Atha v Pickering 1661 W 44% | Knigity Knight 1692 K 96 
Alton 9 Yorkshire Advence Bi. 1441 | Vilev Lewis 1681 P 1,717 
A 157% | Pilev Willis 1641 P 1,718 
Perkgstie W. 


Works Uo, IA. ¥ | Forman Galpin 1661 ¥ 946 


Eveus 1641 P 1,004 1861 W 5,568 


| Wood v W 





Yetts v Compton 1881 Y 170 
Cards v Hayes 1881 © 4,637 
Turner v Jackson 1881 T 2,612 
Edmonds v Hartiand 1873 E 35 
Gale v Bailward 1881 G@_ 3,175 
In re Sowdon, decd Sowdon v Best 
1882 S 139 
Parker v Pogh 1881 P 2,959 
Ritchie v Elwyn 1882 R 811 
Aubin v Knight 1881 A 1,949 
Jennings v Miles 1882 J 450 
In re Eades, decd Stephens v Rogers 
1s82 E 294 
In re Arbon, decd Arbon v Burt 
1880 A 6638 
Gregory v Maze 1881 G 2,163 
Fourth Schedule—From Mr. Justice 
Fry to Mr. Justice Kay. (Witness 
actions for trial or hearing only.) 
Mogford v Courtenay 1881 M. 2,350 
In re Patterson, decd Patterson v 
Shepley 1881 P 2,493 
Hathersall v Wilkinson 1882 H 1 
Robinson v Hull, &, Ry & Dock Co 
1881 R 2,189 
Over v Bates 1881 O 532 
Russell v Army & Navy Co-Operative 
Supply Co, 1d 1881 R_ 2,687 
Turner v Jackson 1881 T 2,612 
Comened Mayor, &c, of Bolton 1881 
O 53 


Hilton v Mayor, &c, of Bolton 1881 

H 5,611 

Gregson ae &e, of Bolton 1881 
G 3, 

Robson v Mayor, &c, of Bolton 1881 
R 2,782 

Walker v Mayor, &c, of Bolton 1881 
W 4,985 

Haynes v Mayor, &c, of Bolton 1881 
H 5,612 

Orrell v Mayor, &c, of Bolton 1881 
O 546 


Crosse v Tyson 1881 C 4,546 
Bateman v Taylor 1881 B 7,107 
Hodge v Milner 1881 H 3,557 
Hughes v Tredwell 1881 H 4,379 
Jobnson y Rivers 1881 J 1,698 
Auvergns, &¢c., Co v Churchward 1879 
A 196 
In re Ellis, decd Collins v Ellis 1881 
E 1,019 
Dell v Pinto Leite 1881 D _ 2,290 
Waterford v Hill 1881 W 3,124 
In re Rhodes, decd Wroe v Rhodes 
1881 R 65624 
Smith vy Watson 1880 S 1,701 
Leeds v Leach 1881 L 3,391 
Fifth Schedule—From Mr, Justice 
Chitty to Vice-Chancellor Bacon. 
(Non-witness actions.) 
In re Barker, decd Asquith v Savile 
1881 B 6,143 
In re Slack, decd Slack v, Slack 
1881 S 38,699 
Dover v Sutton 1882 D 225 
Pritchard v Pritchard 1881 P 2 
Lett v Osborne 1882 L 447 
Lambert v Neuchatel Asphalte Co Id 
1881 L 1,765 
Martyn v Newburn 1881 M 4,420 
Davenport v King 1882 D 219 
Kennedy v Marshall 1880 K 621 
Powell v Powell 1881 P 3,626 
Sizth Schedule—From Mr. Justice 








Chitty to Mr. Justice Kay. (Wit- 
ness actions for trial or hearing 
only.) 
Moody v Phipps 1881 M 962 
Eyre v Stanley 1880 E 49 
Fishburn v Smith 1880 F 607 
Gardner v Whiteley 1881 G 806 
WarevL B&SC Ry Co 1880 W 
46 
Davison v Anderson 1880 B 0,657 
Drew v Met Board of Works 1880 
D 1,677 
Young v Wood 1881 Y 166 
Puckle v Langton 1881 P 3,682 
Bennett v The Gas Light & Coke Co 
of London 1880 B_ 5,485 
Hartopp v Tate 1882 H 155 
Liebig’s Extract of Meat Co Id v 
Hooper 1881 L 3,001 
Cox v Elliott 1881 C 5,604 
Gandy v Reddaway 1880 G 0,721 
Arden v Knaggs 1881 A 135 
Smith v Hamilton 1879 S 419 
Boswell vy Coaks 1881 B 363 
Murgatroyd v Harrison 1881 M 
2,321 
Naylor v Surrey Comml Dock Co 
1881 N 648 
Kottgen v Joncke 1881 K_ 1,236 
Ormes v Bateman 1882 O 1 
Cooper v Prichard 1882 C 119 
Serocold y Wilson 1881 S 5,391 
Griffen vy Simmons 1881 G_ 1,420 
McGill v Guiterman 1880 M 3,494 
McGill v Markt & Co 1880 M 3,527 
In re Cooper, decd Haynes v Stirk 
1881 H 250 
In re Thorneyoroft, decd Thorney- 
croft v Thorneycroft 1878 T 109 
Aitken v Williamson 1878 A 117 
Robison vy Molyneaux 1880 R 0,709 
Trehearne v Colman 1881 T 2,257 
Smith vy Coak 1882 8 870 
Fox v Rothwell 1879 F 201 
In re Manning, decd Purdue v Stone 
1881 M 2,039 
Ross v Gutteridge 1882 R 217 
Eadie v Addison 1881 E 773 
Boynton v Green 1881 B 5,620 
Chester v Saunders 1882 C 107 
In re Harcourt, decd Dauby v Tucker 
1880 H 3,606 
Jay v Midland Ry Co 1881 J 812 
Batcher v Frith 1882 B 400 
Dodds v Dodds 1881 D 2,075 
Beazley v Soares 1881 B 142 
Bainton v Dalton 1882 B 4,259 
In re Canuce, decd Canuce v Rigby 
1882 C 26 
Walter v Williams 1881 W 4,262 
Holsner v Lamb 1881 H_ 2,756 
Gibson v Clark 1802 GQ 629 
Brown v Singer 1881 B 4,054 
Rossall v Walshe 1880 R_ 1,693 
Jacob v Leyland 1881 J 1,770 
Gollings v Bunting 1881 G 2,036 
Lakey v Towns 1880 L 1,496 
Nicholson v Smith 1881 N 892 
Hodge v Pollard 1881 H_ 5,713 
St Barbe v Edmonds 1881 8 4,242 
Doyle v Mulkern 1880 D 39 
Scholfield v Spooner 1882 S 332 
Ashmead v Hicks 1881 A _ 1,877 
Dodd v Midland Ry Co 1881 D 
2,681 
London & St Katharine Dock Co v 
Bidder 1881 L 2,047 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS., 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Asnmony, Jonn, Kings Norton, Worcester, Farmer, June 30, Coleman and Co, Bir- 


toingham 


Baruyr, Henny, Newcastle upon Tyne, Plumber, July 24, Wodge and Westmacott, 


Newcastle upon Tyne 


Been, Josvrn, bradford, late Teacher of Languages. Juno 29. Terry and Co, Bradford 
Borixn, James, Gray's Thurrock, Kasox, Marsh Bailiff, Juno 12, Butler, Scylla rd, 


Peckham Hye 


Cannon, Honent, Folkestone, Lieut-Genoral, Juno 12, Harrison, Folkestone 
ictualler, 


c 


Cageerenes, Howgnt, Holborn, Licensed Y 


. duly 6 Howard and Co, Col 
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CoatEs, Saran, Nettleton, Wilts. June 20. Phillips, Chippenham 

Deseg, Beware, rd, Brompton, Bookseller. May 31. Scott and Co, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Dopps, Casaseomm, St Helen’s terrace, Mile End rd, Whitechapel. June 20. Phillips, 
Chippenham 

Biroe. Jaxss, Loughton, Essex. June 10. Mills and Co, Brunswick pl, City rd 

corn Samvex, Christchurch, Southampton, Dairyman. May 27. Druitt, Bourne- 
mout! 

Haren, Mettor, Honley, York, Joiner. June 16. Learoyd and Co, Huddersfield 

Hewitt, ApraHAM, Dunham Massey, Chester, Farmer. June9, Grundy and Co, Man- 
chester 

JEFFERIES, Joun, Stratton St Margaret, Wilts, Yeoman. June 12. Townsend, Swindon 

Kine, WALTER, St Budeaux, nr Plymouth, Miller. June 26. Derry, Plymouth 

Kyieut, JAmEs, Worcester, Newspaper Proprietor. July 12. Jeffery, Worcester 

LarcomBg, Cxartotrr, Forton, nr Gosport, Hants. June 16. Burrell, Gosport 

Marcuam, Epwin, Green st, Stepney, Shopkeeper’s Assistant. June 16, Lockyer, 
Gresham buildings 

Mruzs, Ann, Lorrimore sq, Walworth. May 18. Wilkins and Co, St Swithin’s lane 

Muwns, Harriett Frances, Brading, Isle of Wight. June 24. Winch, Chatham 

Nzavz, Mary, Heigham, Norwich. June 30. Palmer, Swaffham 

re DanrE1L, Sheepshed, Leicester, Grocer. Junel. Deane and Hands, Lough- 
boroug! 

Oaxpgn, Witi1AM Hourp, Derby, Grocer. June 10. Moody, Derby 

Ricwarpson, Matinpa Soxk, Bath. July 14. Lewis, Dover 

Sxry, MartHa, Leamington Priors, Warwick. Sept 20. Large, Leamington Priors 

TarGEtt, Epwarp CuEaRe, Reading, Berks, Jobmaster. June 12, Beale and Martin, 


is 
Wess, Martuew, Manor rd, Upper Holloway, Solicitor. June 30, Webb, Barbican 
chmbrs, Barbican 
Wiix1ns, Joun, the younger, Erdington, Warwick, Farmer. June30, Coleman and 
Co, Birmingham 
Woopvatt, Jamzs, Burslem, Stafford, Commission Agent. June 20. Heaton, Burslem 
(Gazette, May 12. | 


CHAPMAN, OsED, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Builder. June 12. Charsley, Beaconsfield 

Cotron, Henry Perry, Birchington, Kent, Esq. June30, Tweedie, Lincoln’sinn fields 

Cowan, James, Lordship lane, East Dulwich, Gent. June 30. Andrew, Clement’s lane 

Crispin, Puriiip, Tawstock, Devon. May 26. Harding and Son, Barnstaple 

— Joun WILLIAM, Ernest st, Bermondsey, Builder. June 10. Tower, Lower 

ames st 

Danret, Emma WALtINGER, Weston super Mare. June 10. Salt and Parnell, Bristol 

——— Portland rd, Notting hill, Builder. June 30. Smith, High st, Notting 
hi 

Dennis, WitttamM, Northampton, Solicitor. July 1. Dennis and Faulkner, Northamp- 
ton 


Gunn, ALFRED, Steeple Bumpstead, Essex, Tailor. June17. EllisonandCo, Haverhill 
Harwoop, Tuomas, Holbeck, Nottingham, Gent. July 1. Coulson, Worksop 
gt ing Prrer, Shackerley, Lancaster, Colliery Manager. June 23, Part and Co, 
therton 
Huppiestonr, Witiram, Kirkby, Lancaster, Bank Cashier. June 13, Field and 
Weightman, Liverpool 
Lz, Carourye, Haverhill, Suffolk. June17. Ellison and Co, Haverhill 
Marriott, Ricnarp Hancock, Southsea, Hants, Gent. July 1. Marriott, Nottingham 
MritcHELu, CuariEs, Hinton St George, Somerset, Builder. May 31, Alford, Crewkerne 
Morris, Witi1am, Newport, Monmouth, Grocer. June 14. Hutchins, Newport 
Oversury, Martua, Bristol. July 1. Daniell and Co, Bristol 
Portrer, DaniEt Geirrin, Fore st, Warehouseman. July 16. Neville, Nottingham 
Rexvz, Txomas Usporne, Margate, Accountant. July 6. Sankey and Co, Margate 
Rovtiipexr, Joun, Pontefract, York, Esq. June 15. Foster and Raper, Pontefract 
Scatxzs, Tuomas, Hertford, Herts, Butcher. July 15. Spence and Co, Hertford 
SHEFFIELD, Rev. CHARLES, Burton on Stather, Lincoln, Ang 21, Lawrence and Co, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
SureiEy, Josern Rosert, Malmesbury rd, Bow, Gent. June 30, Anning, Cheapside 
Sotomon, Saran, Chrysell rd, North Brixton. June 10. Barnard, Westminster Bridge rd 
Wizovrn, Davin, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. July 15. Spence and Co, Hertford 
Yarzs, Ann, Kersal, Lancaster. Aug 12, Whitaker, Lancaster pl, Strand 
(Gazette, May 16.]} 
Aaronson, Hyman, King’s road, Chelsea. June 12. Graham, Chancery lane 
BAatuanting, Mary Ann, The Common, Upper Clapton. June 10, Goodhart and 
Medcalf, Great George st, Westminster 
Bartss, Brian, Buxton, Derby, Gent. June 30. Bennett and Co, Buxton 
BetriEy, T'Homas, Delamere, Chester, Farmer, July 20, Trafford and Cook, Northwich 
Brspy, Any, Calne, Wilts. June 10. Henly, Calne 
Crarxz, Evizaseta, Notting hillterrace. June30. Clennell, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Craven, Jonny, Kildwick, York, Esq. July 15. Wright and Waterworth, Keighley 
Daws, Hurux ELpgERFIELD, Sutton Courtenay Manor, Berkshire. July 1. Wayman, 
‘ambridge 
Dravpt, Freperick, Middlesbrough, York, Metal Broker. June 16, Bainbridge and 
Barnley, Middlesbrough 
Etuis, Josnxvua, Dewsbury, York, Esq. July 14. Battye, Birstal, nr Leeds 
Eston, Joun, York, Gent. July 8. Wood, York 
Fietp, Cuarues, Meriden, Warwick, Lieutenant lst Dragoons. July1l. Jones, Hart st, 
Bloomsbury sq 
Garretr, Tomas, Chilvers Coton, Warwick, Farmer. July 1. Bland, Nuneaton 
Hartiry, Wincucomspx Henry Howarp, Old Sodbury, Gloucester, Esq. July 1. 
Trentfleld, Chipping Sodbury 
Jerrgerys, Stiies, Calne, Wilts, Gent. June 10, Henly, Calne 
Kits, Tuomas, Maria st, Pearson st, Kingsland rd, Cab Proprietor. June19, Fleming, 
Trinity sq, Southwark 
Lanauey, Witi1am, Worksop, Nottingham, M.D. June 15. Whall, Worksop 
Munpet, Mary, Easthorpe, nr Malton, York. Junel, Stoneham and Co, Philpot lane 
Nortinenam, Hven, Fulford, York, Gent. July 1. Phillips, York 
Parmer, Mary Anne, Percy villas, Capes, Norwood, June 30, Mee, Gt Winchester st 
Puitiips, James, Gresford, Denbigh, Gardener, Septl. James, Wrexham 
Powsrtt, Davin, Heath Lodge, Hampstead, Merchant, June 15. Johnsons and Co, 
Austin Friars 
Ransy, Ropert, Saxilby, Lincoln, Retired Farmer, Aug 1. Oldman and Iveson, 
Gainsborough 
Reynouips, WiittamM, Sunderland, Mariner, June 12, Edgar, Bishop Auckland 
Ricx, Patnicx, Alfreton, Derby. June 16, Thurman and Slack, Alfreton 
Roniyson, Denorau KEvizanetn, Kingston upon Hull, July 1, Holden and Co, Hull 
Wuaitss, Barat Exuizangtu, Norwich, June 16, Bignold, Norwich 
(Gazette, May 9,] 





LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 19,—Roya? Commission, 

Tho Royal Assent was given by Commission to the following Acts :—Con- 
solidated Fund (No, 8); Caledonian Railway (Additional Capital); Bristol 
Port and Channel Dock Company (Extension of Time) ; City of London Port ; 
St, Philip’s Church fLiverpost) ; Fulwood and Whittingham Water ; Abbots- 
bury Railway ; King’s College, London; Birkenhead Borough (Quarte,, 





Sessions); Limavady and Dungwen Railway ; Merioneth Railway (Extension 
of Time); Great North of Scotland Railway (Consolidation and Conversion 
of Stock) ; Great North of Scotland Railway (Various Powers); Glasgow 
Corporation and Police ; Teign Valley Railway ; Shardlow (Cavendish) and 
Sawley (Harrington) Bridges ; North-Eastern Railway Company (Alnwick 
and Cornhill Branch); Alnwick Corporation; Horncastle Water; Agri- 
cultural Company of Mauritius (Limited). 
Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Brizt.—Lower Thames Valley Main Sewerage Board. 

Local Government Provisional Order (Hizhways); Commons Regulation 
Provisional Orders ; Places of Public Worship Sites Amendment. 

Bills in Committee. 

Elementary Education Provisional Order Confirmation (London); Ele- 
mentary Education Provisional Orders Confirmation (West Ham, &c.); Docn- 
mentary Evidence ; Military Manceavres. 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Bitis.—Glamorganshire Canal (Railway); Liskeard and Caradoa 
Railway ; Bawtry and Trent Railway and Dock. 

Married Women’s Property. 

May 22.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Brtrs,—Earl of Aylesford’s Estates; London, Tilbury, and Sonth- 
end Railway. 

Boiler Explosions. 

Bills in Commitize. 

Union of Benefices (London) ; Pluralities Acts Amendment ; Imprisonment 
for Contumacy ; Places of Public Worship Sites Amendment; Local Govern- 
ment Provisional Order (Highways) ; Commons Regulation Provisional Orders. 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

PrivaTE Birts.—Bridgewater Railway ; Devon and Cornwall Central Rail- 
way ; Golden Valley Railway. 

Militia Storehouses ; Commonable Rights ; Documentary Evidence ; Military 
Manceuvres. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
May 18.—Bill in Committee. 
Metropo'is Management Acts Amendment (passed through Committee). 
Bil's Read a Third Time. 

Private Brtits.—Church Fenton, Cawood, and Wistow Railway ; Gravesegd 
Railway ; Hounslow and Metropolitan Railway (Twickenham Extension}; 
Maidstone and Ashford Railway ; Peckham, East Dulwich, and Crystal Palace 
Taamways ; Somerton Junction Railway; West Lancashire Railway. 

New Bills. 

Bill to amend the 34th section of the Divided Parishes and Poor Law 
Amendment Act, 1876 (Mr. O'Suttrvay). 

Bill to amend the Poor Rate Assessment Act, 1879 (Mr. Jacos Bricut). 

May 19.—Bill Read a Third Time. 

Private Bitt.—Romford and Tilbury Rail way. 

May 22.— Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Bitts.—South-Eastern Railway New Lines and Widening; South- 
Eastern Railway Various Powers ; Midland Railway. 

May 23.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bitts.—Metropolitan Railway ; South Essex Water. 
May 24.—New Bill. 
Bill to prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors on Sunday (Mr, Stevenson), 





LEGAL NEWS. 


A writer in the Central Law Journal states as follows the American rale 
as to the so-called ‘‘ quotient” verdict of a jary, so called from the fact that 
the jurors having agreed to find for the plaintiff, farther agree that their 
verdict shall be in such sum as is ascertained by each jaror privately 
marking down the sum of money to which he thinks the plaintiff entitled, 
the total of these sums being divided by twelve. This means of reaching a 
conclusion is exceedingly common, and is almost universally condemned. 
The ground of objection to the jurors binding themselves in advance t> the 
amount to be determined by addition and division by twelve is, that such 
an agreement cuts off all deliberation on the part of the jurors, and places 
itin the power of a single juror to make the quotient unreasonably large 





or small by naming a sum extravagantly high or ridiculously low. Bat the 
objections just noticed are wholly obviated where the computation is 
purely informal, for the purpose of ascertaining the sense of the jury, and 
every juror feels at liberty to accept, reject, or qualify the resalt according 
to his convictions, Under such circumstances, jury may adopt as their 
verdict the exact quotient found, and it will be . Hence the 

rule is, that a “ quotient” verdict is iilegal only when the jurors, having 
determined upon this mode of finding their verdicts, further agree, before 
the computation is made, to abide by the contingent result at all events, 
without reserving to themselves the liberty of dissenting, 

At the Winchester Asgizes, on the 18th inst., before Mr, Jastice Hawkins, 
William Henry Newman, solicitor, was charged with the larceny of 
£14,144 6s, 2d., the money of Thomas Dawkins, Mr. Tickell was for the 
prosecution, and the Hon. B, Coleridge for the defence. The prisoner was 
tried at Winchester at the last assizes, before Mr, Jestice Bowen, on au 
indiotment framed under the 24 & 25 Viet. « 96,8. 76. He was convicted, 
but the case was reserved for the consideration of the Coert of Criminal 
Appeal. The oourt qaashed the conviction on the groand that 
there was no evidence to prove that the prisoner had received the money Rr 
the purpose of “safe custody” (30 W. R. 550), The prisoner, who was ia 
busineas at Southampton, had been employed on behalf of Mr, Dawkins and 











472 ein THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 27, 1882. 














bis trustees to invest the money on mortgage, which he represented he had 
dove, but ultimately admitted he had not done so, but had spent the money 
ov bimeelf. The prisoner, against whom the present indictment for larceny 
on the same facts bad been found at the last assizes, was remitted to gaol to 
the present assizee, pending the decision of the court on the first 
indictmert. On tke first day of these assizes Mr. Tickell applied to his 
tordsbip for bis consent to offer no evidence on the present indictment ; but 
his lordship reserved his decision until this day, when be said that he was 
prepared to assent to the course proposed to be adopted by the prosecution, 
as it would only be idle to try the case, there being no evidence on the 
depositions of the appropriation by the prisoner of any specific chattel of 
any sort, or of any coin, and the difficulties which arose at the last trial 
would be tenfold greater on the present occasion. A formal verdict of Not 


RECENT SALES, 

At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale held on Tuesday, the 28rd 
inst., at their sale room, Crown-court-buildings, Old Broad-strert, the follow- 
ing were amongst the prices obtained:—Ooregum Guld Mining £1 shares, 
5:.; Nine Reefs Gold Mining £1 shares, 5s, ; London and Suburban House 
Property £5 shares, £3 2s. 64. ; La Plata Mining and Smelting 10dols. shares, 
£2 2s.; Belgravia Dairy £1 shares, 15s. ; Madras Gold Mining £1 shares, 5s. ; 
Pembroke and Tenby Rails £10 fuliy paid 5 per cent. preference shares, £7 153.; 
Pare Beverage £1 shares, 9s.; Nundydrod Gold Mining £1 shares, 7s. 6d.; 
and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 

Mr. Arthur Jackson, of Liverpool-street and Enfield, sold by auction, ut the 
Mart, on Tuesday last, a freehold estate at Enfield, which realized, after a 
keen competition, the sum of £3,050. 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
May 31.—Merers. FanEsroruer, ELwis, CuatK. & Co., at the Mart, Freehold 
Property (see advertisement, May 6, p. 4, and May 13, p. 4). 
Jure 1.—Merers. FvnsER, Price, & FurBer, at the Mart, at 1 for 2p.m., Lease- 
hold Property (see aivertisement, this week, p. 4). 
June 1.—Mr. RyMitt, at Royal City Repository, Barbican, at 1 for 2 p.m., Lease- 
hold Estate (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 

















BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Avory.—May 22, at 7, al-creacent, W., the wife of Horace E. Avory, barris- 

ter-at-law, of a Thad Aomag wiles thes 
Ba8rieLD.—May 15, the wife of Charles Barfield, of Ilston Villa, New Southgate, 

N., solicitor, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGE. 

Hovstey—Davis.—May 23, at St. Mary’s Church, Kilburo, Samuel J. Housley, 


of 2, Stone-buildioge, Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Mary Emily, daught-r 
of Oliver Henry Davis, of 158, Alexandra-road, St. John’s-wood, N.W. 


DEATH. 
HoLxEr.— May 24, at 46, Devonshire-street, Sir John Holker, Lord Jastice of 
Appeal, aged 54, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
= Frrpay, May 19, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Batcheler, 8., Old Kent rd, Contractor. Pet May 16. Murray. June 9at 11 
Jones, Thomas, Colonial bidgs, Barbican, Advertisement Agent. Pet May 17. 
Brougham. June 6at 11 

Kingham, George F., Bull and Mouth st. PetMar9. Hazlitt. June7at1 
Leveine, Isaac, Commercial rd, East, Wholesale Clothier. Pet May 15. Murray. June 


7 at 12 
Link, Bolle Calvert, Old Palace yd, Westminster. Pet Feb16,. Hazlitt. June 7 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bowden, BR. H., Oliver’s grove, Norwood Junction, Builder. Pet May 9. Rowland. 
Croydon, June? at 12 
Creane, Robert, Brighton, Saddler. PetMayll. Jones. Brighton, June 1 at 12 
Howarth, Edrsund, Newton Heath, Lancaster,Gentleman. Pet May 15, Lister, Man- 
chester, June 12 at 12 
Echoteld, Frederick James, and Richard Schofield, Macclesfield, Builders. Pet May 15. 
‘ —.. eng 7707 ed at a i . 
bmith, James, Linden gardens, Chisewic Yoal Merchant’s Agent, oi 
Ruston. Brentford, June ¢ at 3 : Rilnidins 
Wood, William Joseph, Droitwich, Worcester, Builder. Pet May 16. Beale. Worces. 
ter, June 6 at 12 





e Trespay, May 24, 1952. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
Price, William, High st, Poplar, Provision Dealer. Pet May 20. Hazlitt. June 7 at 2 
To Surrender in the Country, 
Charchill, William Beetham, Dorking, Surrey, Licensed Victualler, Pet May 19, Row- 
land. Crovdon, Jane 6 at 12 
Cs aye Richard, Leominster, Innkeeper. Pet May 16, Robinson. Leominster, June 
5at2w 
Benes, Alfred Feary, Oxford, Boot Dealer, Pet May 18, Bishop. Oxford, Junes 
at 


Harding, Garcuel Henry, Woriville, Derby, Grocer. Pet May 16, Hubbersty. Burton 
Jaton, Wimand Francis, Fi h, Meat 6 E 
whan, VAseur rancis, Viyracut Baleeman, Pet May 19. Gidle 
Rtemetcmne, Jase 3 at 12 “ . a Oty. Oe 
Makeyiece, W iia Henry, Great Yarmouth, Tailor. Pet May 19. Worledge. Great 
Yarmouth, June 7 at il 
Miklewrignt, Vrancia Wiliam, Hastings, Watchmaker. Pet May 14. Young. Hast. 
ings, June 3 at 250 
Kheria, Wiliam, thetheld, Greer. VA May lo, Wake. sheffield, June 7 at} 
a Se Ganhen ra, Oeyham, Pe May 16, Willoughby. Wandsworth, 
WoA, Aires, Hatdersidd, Visicurer, Pe May 19, Giflord, Huddersfield, June Gat 11 








BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Frrpay, May 19, 1882. 
Dennis, James, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Butcher, May 15 A 
Jefferies, Thomas, and Alexander Maclean, jun, Manchester, Commission Agents, 


May 15 
The O’Donoghue, Pall Mall, Member of Parliament. May 18 
Tuxrspay, May 23, 1882, 
Banner, Edward R., Liverpool, Chemist. May 12 __ 7 
Edwards, Frederick Allen, Devonshire chambers, Bishopsgate st, Architect. May 17 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, May 19, 1882. 


Addison, George Barnabas, Moorgate st, General Merchant, June 10 at 10.30 at office 
of rison, Chancery lane 

Adkins, William, Little Bourton, Oxford, Innkeeper. June 2 at 3 at office of Munton 
andStockton, High st, Banbury ‘ 

Allen, William, Bark Cottage N , North Finchley, Landscape Gardener. June 5 
at 3 at office of Spencer and Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 

Archer, John Henry, Brompton, nr Northallerton, York, out of business, May 24 at 
3.30 at office of Teale, Northallerton : 

Archer, William, Brompton, nr Northallerton, out of business. May 24at 3,15 at office 
of Teale, Northallerton 

Ash, George, Portsmouth, Marine Store Dealer. May 31 at 11 at office of Edmonds 
and Co, Cheapside. King, Portsea 4 

Atkin, William, Ilkeston, Derby, Joiner, June 5 at 3 at office of Bird, Middle Pave. 
ment, Nottingham : 

Barber, James, Newton, Chester, a Wheelwright. June 7 at 3 at office of 
Clayton, Warrington st, Ashton-under-Lyne : 

Barrable, Henry, Birmingham, Tailor. May 27 at 11 at office of Goodrick and Co, 
Colmore row, Birmingham ’ 

Beavan, William, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Professor of Music. June 1 at 11 at office 
of Leech, Bury St Edmunds : 

Bendir, Adolph, Trinity sq, Tower Hill, Corn Merchant, June 12 at 3.30 at office of 
Plews and Co, Mark lane : A 

Birtwistle, John, George Birtwistle, and David Birtwistle, Gt Harwood, Lancaster, 
Cotton Manufacturers. May 3lat 4 at White Bull Hotel, Church st, Blackburn, 
Constantine, Blackburn . 

Black, William, Latchford, Chester, Grocer. June 2at3 at office of Davies and Co, 
Bewsey chmbrr, Bewsey st, Warrington. Davies, Warrington 

Boyce, William, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Butter and Egg Merchant. June 2 at 3.30 at office 
of Cousins, St Mary st. Cardi : ‘ 

Brown, Charles, Rochford, Essex, of no occupation, June 1 at 11 at Old Ship Inn, 
Rochford. Wood, Rochford ‘ ‘ 3 

Buckfield, Harriott, Bridge-crescent, High rd, Kilburn, Spinster, May 31 at 3 at office of 
Rice and Burnett, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Bumford, John, Sedgley, Stafford, Beerseller. June 3 at 11 at Globe Hotel, Mount 
Pleasant, Bilston. Fallows, Bilston : 

Bushell, John, Kings Norton, Worcester, Gardener, May 31 at 11 at office of Haigh, 
Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Cadby, George, Tipton, Stafford, Baker, May 31 at3atoffice of Tyler, Colmore row, 


Birmingham ‘ ; 

Cattlin, William Alfred Newman, Brighton, Surgeon Dentist. June 5 at 2 at Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st. Freeman and Co, Brighton — f ; 

Chatton, George, Charlton, Kent, Journeyman Sowrah. June 10 at 3 at Mitre 
Hotel, King st, Gravesend. Cooper and Co, Lincolns-inn-fields 

Clyde, Cecile Harrington, Brighton, Schoolmistress. June 8 at3 at Markwell’s Royal 
Hotel, Brighton. Galloway, Gresham st } 

Cornish, Jonas, New Church rd, Camberwell, Plumber. June 5 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Rodgers and Clarkson, Walbrook 

Daisley, Edward, Cross Key sq, Little Britain, Manufacturer. June 6 at 3 at Manches- 
ter Hotel, Aldersgate st. Webb, Barbican chbrs, Barbican 

Davey, Samuel, and Benjamin Woolly, Roydon, Essex, Millers, June 2 at 2 at offices 
of Blachford and Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Dawson, Charles, Huddersfield, York, Painter. June 5 at 11 at offices of Whitley and 
Whitley, New st, Huddersfield ; 

~~ William, Hackney rd, Baker. June 1 at 8 at offices of Bridger, Botolph Ine, East- 
chea) 

Detchan, Hannah Mary, and Robert Detchon, Blyth, Northumberland, Tailors, June 
5 at 2 at office of Ramsden and Co, William st, Huddersfield 

Dowding, Frederick William, Bristol, Brewer. June 2 at 2 at office of Plummer and Co, 
Nicholas st 

Dunnett, Jeremiah, Attleborough, Norfolk, Dealer. May 26 at 11 at office of Brook, 
Attleborough : ; 

Edmonds, John Henry Kemp, Lillie bdge, Fulham, Horticultural Builder. June 12 at 
2 at Guildhall Tvrn, Gresham st. Van Sandau and Co, King st, Cheapside 

Friswell, Joseph, Smethwick, Stafford, Grocer, June 6 at 11 at office of Shakespeare, 
Church st, Oldbury : 

Gale, Sylvester, Fisher’s Pond, Southampton, Publican. June at 3 at Jewry st, Win 
chester. Bailey and White 

Gilliatt, George, Wregley, Lincoln, Farmer. June 3 at 11 at office of Toynbee and Co, 
Bank st, Lincoln = . 

Graham, Forster, Walter Graham, and William Edgar Graham, Oxford st, Uphol- 
sterres, June 15 at 12 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Phelps andCo, Gresham 
Bt 

Green, George, Windsor, Berks, Plumber, May 31 at 3 at offices of Durant, Guildhall 
chbrs, Basinghall st 

Gurry, Mark, Dover, Kent, Engineer, May 30 at 3 at Royal Oak Hotel, Dover. Carder, 

over 

Halsall, James, Clitheroe, Lancaster, Coal Dealer, June 7 at 11 at offices of Wheeler 
and Fletcher, Preston New rd, Blackburn 

Harper, Donald, Liverpool, Fishmonger. June 6 at2 at offices of Forshaw and Haw- 
kins, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Harris, Alfred James, Bristol, Coal Merchant, June 1 at 12 at office of Richards, Corn 
st, Bristol. Paul, Bristol 

Harris, William Thomas, Wrexham, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler, June 2 at 3 at 
White Bear Inn, York st, Wrexham, Ellis, Chester 

Hart, Victor Benjamin, Minories, Coffee House Keeper. June 3 at 2 at Guildhall Tvrn, 
Guildhall yd, Matthews 

Hayward, John Henry Beard, Bristol, Dairyman, June 2 at 2 at office of Paul, Corn- 
at, Bristol 

Hodgson Hector, Crowle, Lincoln, Draper's Assistant, June 1 at2 at office of Burton- 
shaw, Crowle e 

—— 4 James, Ninficld, Sussex, Grocer, May 31 at 12 at George Hotel, Battle. Shep- 
yard, Battle 

wines, John, Thornborough, nr Northallerton, Corn Factor. June 6 at 10 at Golden 
Lion Hotel, Northallerton, Waiatell, Northallerton : 

Hore, William, Abergavenny, Coal Merchant, June 8 at 11 at office of Price, Blenheim 
pl, Abergavenny 

= tet Woodfield Nursery, Harrow rd, Floriat. June 6 at 2 at office of Nicoll, 
Gt Portland st 

Llingworth, Isaac, Ossett, York, Rag Merchant, June 2 at 11 at office of Carter, 
Borough bidgs, Bond at, Dewsbury. Stringer, Ossett 

Jenkins, George Thomas, Newbury, Berks, Tailor, May 31 at3 at Wheatsheaf Hotel, 
Friar st, Heading Belcher, Newbury 

Kenterton, William, Birmingham, Innkeeper, June 1 at 12 at office of Docker, Imperial 

m 


chbrs, Colmore row, B 
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Kettle, David, Birmingham, Baker. May 30 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry st, Bir- 


mingham 
Lailey, George, Headley, Hants, Coal Merchant. June 3 at 3 at White Lion Hotel, 
Guildford. Eve, Aldershot 
Lees, John, Oldham, Lancaster, Innkeeper. June 7 at3 at office of Ascreft, Clegg st, 
hai 


Oldham 

Lloyd, Arthur Henry, Warwick ct, Holborn, Accountant. May 30 at 3 at office of Lewis, 
Furnival’s inn 

Loveless, Annie, Barnstaple, Fancy Goods Dealer. June 3 at 12 at office of Thorne, 
Castle st, Barnstaple 

Lovell, Joseph, Leeds, Plasterer. May 30 at 3 at offices of Watson, Great George st, 


8 
Lucas, James, Trowbridge, Wilts, Iron Moulder. June 14 at 12.30 at 4, Abbey st, Bath, 
Rodway, Trowbridge 
Lyons, Bernard, Wolverhampton, Cowkeeper. May 31 at 11 at office of Stratton, Queen 
st, Wolverhampton 
Machin, Edward, Rotherhithe, Bricklayer. May 27 at 2 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Feuillade, Tooley st. London Bridge 
Marsh, Edward Eyton, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Grocer. J&nel at 12 at 6, Arthur st 
East. Kempster, Lower Kennington lane 
Meacham, James Edwin, Birmingham, Chemist. June 2 at 12 at office of Hawkes and 
Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 
Moody, Edward John, St Lawrence, nr Ramsgate, Grocer, June 3 at 1 at offices of 
Thompson, Effingham st, Ramsgate 
ae Sores, Hove, Sussex, out of business. May 31 at 3 at Old Ship Hotel, Brighton, 
ye, Brighton 
Oudshoorn, Peter, Old Kent rd, Cheesemonger. May 27 at 11 at office of Mogg, New 
Broad st. Parke, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 
ome. —, Wednesbury, Stafford, Tailor. May 31 at 11 at office of Bill, Bridge st, 
alsa’ 
ee, Sane, Sheffield, File Manufacturer. June 5 at 12 at office of Porrett, Bank st, 
effie 
Pearce, Edmund, Sunderland, Grocer. May 31 at 11 at offices of McAllum, Grainger 
st West, Newcastle upon Tyne. Pybus, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Physick, George Blanchard, and William Jessop, Rathbone pl, Oxford st, Stationers. 
a, I at 11 at offices of Mogg, Dashwood House, New Broad st. Woollacott, Old 
road st 
Phillips, Edward Nunes, Leadenhall st, Metal Agent. June 8 at 1 at offices of Flux and 
Co, East India aveaue 
Ratcliffe. Edward Anthony, Porchester rd, Westbourne pk, Butcher. May 31 at 3 at 
el Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Gregory, Corporation chmbrs, 
Gu al 
Richards, John, and Hugh Jenkins, Crouch End, Hornsey, Builders. May 31 at 2.39 at 
Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Church, Fenchurch st 
Ringham, Nellie Marie Mabel, Queen st, Brompton rd, Burlesque Actress. May 27 at 1 
at offices of ig Blackfriars rd 
Roberts, Aaron, Llangdock, Carmarthen, Clerk in Holy Orders. May 31 at 1 at offices 
of Williams, King st, Llandilo 
Rowbottom, William, Gainsborough, Innkeeper. June 1 at 11 at William the Fourth 
Inn, Gainsborough. Oldman and Iveson, Gainsborough 
Sarson, William, sen, Rearsby, Leicester, Blacksmith. June 2 at 3 at office of Owston 
and Dickinson, Friar lane, Leicester 
Scovell, James Theobald, Bournemouth, Builder. June 6 at 3 at offices of Preston, 
Observer chmbrs, Bournemouth 
Shaw, Richard Billington, Manchester, Worsted Merchant. June 5 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, 
Cathedral gates, Manchester. Burton, Manchester 
Sinclair, Jacob Christian, Gravesend. June 1 at 12 at office of Whitwell and Co, Fins- 
bury sq bldgs, Chiswell st 
Slater, William, Hatherton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. June 2 at 11 at office of 
Loxton, the Bridge, Walsall 
— George, Bristol, Grocer. June 2 at 12 at offices of Salisbury, Broad st, 
Bristo 
Stratford, Thomas, Evesham, Worcester, Grocer. June 2 at 12 at Railway Hotel, Eves- 
ham. New 
Tanner, Richard Douglas, and Edward Philip Atkinson, Eastleigh, Southampton, 
Brewers, June 1 at 12 at Bacon’s Central Hotel, Gt Queen st, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
Pearce, Southampton ’ f 
Taylor, Thomas, Oldham, Carpenter. June 3 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral steps, 
Manchester. Jones, Oldham 
Timbury, Charles, Warminster, Publican. May 26 at 12 at Three Horse Shoes Inn, 
Warminster. my! Frome p 
Townson, Robert, South Shields, Teacher of Music, May 30 at 3 at office of Salmon 
and Osborne, King st, Sonth Shields 
Vaillant, Marie, and Elise Woden, Baker st, Portman sq, Dress Makers, June 6 at 3 
at offices of Wood and Wootton, Fish st hill 
Wade, George Dodsworth, Bishop Auckland, Saddler. June 2 at 12 at offices cf Maw, 
jun, Market pl, Bishop Auckland . ; 
Wagstaff, George Daniel, Lowdham, Nottingham, out of business. May 27 at 3 at 
ottice of Parsons, Eldon chmbrs, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Wakelin, Jesse, Loughton, Essex, Farmer, June 1 at3 at 173, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington, 
Willis, Charles sq, Hoxton , 
Wallis, William George, Darlington, Durham, Merchant Tailor, June 15 at 11 at offices 
of Laidler, Bondgate, Darlington 
Weston, George, Live lrd, Islington, Job Master, May 29 at 2 at offices of Norris, 
Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane 
Whereat, Charles James, Salisbury, Wilts, Upholsterer. June 2 at3 at Cannon street 
Hotel. Hodding, Salisbury 
Whitehead, Frederick, Moss Side, near Manchester, Grocer. June 5 at3 at offices of 
Needham and Co, York st, Manchester 
Whitfield, Thomas, Widnes, Lancaster, Butcher, June 1 at 11 at Central Hotel, Widnes 
Yearsley, Widnes : 
Williams, John, Llanllechid, Carnarvon, Builder, June 6 at 2 at Queen’s Head Cafe, 
High st, Bangor. Roberts, Bangor 
Willmore, Edward, Shoreditch, Corn Salesman, June 6 at 3 at offices of Andrews and 
Mason, [ronmonger lane. Jaquet, South st, Finsbury sq 
Wintle, George, Cheltenham, Gl ter, Undertaker. May 31 at 3 at offices of Stroud 
and Ryland. Clarence parade, Cheltenham ‘ : 
Witherden, Frederick William, and John Shepherd Witherden, Mp “My Sussex, 
Furnishing Ironmongers. May 30 at 3 at 12 Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st, ye, Brighton 
Wood George, Burslem, Stafford, Agent. May 31 at 11 at offices of Alcock, Newcastle 


st, Burslem 
Tuxspay, May 23, 1882, 

Acocks, William, Burton-on-the-Hill, Gloucester, Blacksmith, June 5 at 2.30 at Unicorn 
Hotel, Moreton-in-Marsh, Barkes, Mareton-in-Marsh z so 

Allsworth, William, Henry, Newington, noxt Sittingbourne, Kent, Licensed Victualler, 
June 7 at 11 at offices of Gibson, West st, Sittingbourne 

Barlow, John, Kirkby Folly, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Huckster, June 7 at 3 
at offices of Bird, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Barrett, Jane, Stretford, Lancaster, Provision Merchant, Juno 8 at 3 et offices of Bond, 
Dickinson st, Manchester 

Berriman, Henry Arthur, Barry rd, Peckham rye, Architect's Clerk, June 1 at $ at the 
Mason's hall tavern, Mason's avenue, Basir hall se. Dear, Gresham st 

Betteloy, Henry Charles, Darlaston, Stafford, Baker, Juno 7 at 11 at Globe Hotel, Mount 
pleasant, Bilston, Bowen, Bilston 

Birtwistle, John, George Birtwistle, and David Birtwistle, Great Harwood, Lancaster, 
Cotton Manufacturers, June 7 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, Cathedral yd, in lieu of the time 
and place originally named : 

Bocock, Robert, N ham, out of business. Juno 9 at 3 at offices of Whittingham, 

didlo pavement, Notkingbam 








ee a, Bristol, Licensed Victuller. May 41 at at 11 at offices of Nicholas, 

orn st, Bristo 

Brown, George, Stockton on Tees, Durham, Grecer. June 2 at 11 at offices of Hunton 
sover, High st, Stockton on Tees 

Butler, Timothy, Church row, High st, Acton, Bootmaker. May 31 at 12 at office of 
Harrison, Pancras lane, Queen st 

Cartwright, Jabez, Henhbam, Essex, Grocer. June 7 at12 at office of Baker and 
Baker, Bishop's Stortford 

Castiglioni, Louis, Doncaster, York, Merchant. June 5 at 12 at office of Chambers, 
Bank st, Sheffield 

Champion, John James, Sheffield, Edge Tool Manufacturer. June 5 at 2 at office of 
Burdekin and Co, Norfolk st, Sheffield 

Checkett, George, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. June 1 at 3 at office of Parry, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

Coe, John Saville, Sheffield, Clerk. June6 at 3at the Incorporated Law Society, Hoole’s 
chmbrs, Bank st, Sheffield. Webster and Styring, Sheffield 

Compton, Henry, Worthing, Sussex, Bootmaker. June 3 at3 at the Albion Hotel Chapel 
st, Worthing. Hutchinson, Vauxhall bdge rd, Westminster 

Corringham, Richard, Strood, Kent, Watchmaker. June 5 at3 at King’s Head Hotel, 
High st, Rochester. Shakespear, Chatham 

Earp, Joseph, Stretford, Lancaster, Coach Proprietor, June 5 at 3 at offices of Storer 
and Lloyd, Fountain st, Manchester 

Falconar, Henry, Newcastle on Tyne, Paper Merchant. June 1 at 2 at office of Wilson 
and Sandeman, Collingwood st, Newcaste on Tyne 

Farris, Elizabeth, and Thomas Farris, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Agricultural Implement 
Makers, June 6 at 2 at the Angel Hotel, Fisherton st, Salisbury. Robins, Shaftes. 


bury 
Felix, Henry, Llanbyther, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. June 8 at 2at Lampeter, High st. 
d 


Lloy: 
Foulkes, Edwin, Westleigh, Lancaster, Grocer. June 12 at 2.30 at office of Whittingham 
and Co, Church st, Leigh 
Francis, Frank Ricardo, Hatton garden, Telegraph Engineer. May 31 at 2 at office of 
Norris, Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane 
Fraser, George John, and Lewis James Fraser, Jeffrey’s sq, St Mary’s Axe, East India 
Merchants. Oct 4 at 12 at office of Chatteris and Co, Queen Victoria st. Dawes, Angel 
ct, Throgmorton st 2 
o— Mary Ann, Exeter, Baker. June 12 at 11 at office of Campion, Bedford circus, 
ixeter 
— Josiah, Crewe, Chester, Cabinet Maker. June 8 at 11 at office of Hill, Market st, 
rewe 
Gray, Llewellyn Griffiths, Halifax, York, Innkeeper. June 7 at 11 at office of Emmet 
and Walker, Harrison rd, Halifax 
Green, Joe, Masbrough, York, Castrator. June 2 at 3 at office of Badger and Co, Moor- 
gate st, Rotherham * 
Grenaway, Henry Frederick, Eastbourne, Painter. June 5 at 12 at Guildhall tavern, 
Gresham st. Coles and Carr, Eastbourne 
Halford, Henry, Dudley, Worcester, Plasterer. June 5 at 12 at office of Hall, Wolver- 
hampton st, Dudley 
Harvey, Walter, Christchurch, Scuthampton, Farmer, June 5 at 12.30 at the London 
Hotel; Poole. Sharp, Christchurch : « 
Harvie, William, Liverpool, Sewing Machine Dealer. June 7 at 2.30 at offices of 
Bremner and Co, Crosshall st, Liverpool 
Hobson, Mary Ann, Dudley, Worcester, Manufacturer. June9at3 at offices of Cart- 
wright, the Vine and Railway Inn, Cradley Heath, Rowley Regis. Cooksey, Old Hill, 
near Dudley 
Holmes, Charles, John Stonier, and John Hollinshead, Hanley, Earthenware Manu- 
facturers. June 14 at3 atthe North Stafford Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. Hamshaw 
and Stanbury, Hanley 
Holroyd, Aifred Frederick, Leeds, Estate Agent. Juno 3 at 11 at offices of Lodge and 
Rhodes, Park row, Leeds 
Honey, Edwin, Gray’s inn rd, Hosier. June 8 atl at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ 
avenue, Basinghall st. Few, Borough High st, Southwark 
— —" Brighton, Gas Fitter. June 14 at 3 at offices of Seaman, Woburn pl, 
ussell si 
Hyde, J ons Portsea, Hants, Coal Merchant. June 5 at 3 at offices of Edmonds and 
Co, St James st, Portsea, Harvey 
Jenkins, Charles, St Issells, Pembroke, Baker. June 5 at 12 at 2, Water st, Pembroke 
Dock. Thomas, Tenby as 
Jones, Daniel, Edgbaston, near Birmingham, Commission Agent. June 2 at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 
Jones, David, Newquay, Cardigan, Innkeeper. June 3at2 at the Neuadd Rock Inn, 
Newquay. Griffith and Co, Aberystwith 
Jones, David, and Charles Thomas, Pontardulais, Glamorgan, Grocers. June 6 at 11 at 
offices of Randell, Frederick st, Lianelly 
Jones, Thomas, St Just in Penwith, Cornwall, Grocer. June 6 at 1) at offices of Trythall 
and Bodilly, Clarence st, Penzance 
Johnson, Samuel, and Samuel Herbert Johnson, Bishop Stortford, Butchers. June 2 
at 12 at the George Hotel, Bishop Stortford. Brownlow and Howe, New ct, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Johnson, William, Hanley, Stafford, Stone Mason. June 8 at Il at offices of Ashmall, 
Albion st, Hanley 
Kent, Thomas, Essex st, Kingsland rd, Corn Dealer. May 31 at 11 a 3, Coleman st, 
City. Biggenden, Kingsland rd 
Kidd, John, Formby, Lancaster, Commercial Traveller. June 8 at 3 at offices of 
Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool . 
Kilby, Charles Joseph, Humberstone, Leicester, out of business. June 12 at 3 at offices 
of Hincks, Bowling Green st, Leicester 
Lewis, John, and Llewellyn Lewis, Aberdare, Grocers. June 5 at 12 at offices of Linton 
and Kenshole, High st, Cardiff 
Lilley, John, Wolverhampton, Grocer. June 14 at 12 at 6, Arthur st East 
Little, Henry, Gravesend, Kent, Commission Agent. June 12 at3at the King’s Head 
Hotel, High st, Rochester, Shakespear, Chatham 
Lucking, Edward, Porchester rd, ce wow dh June 13 at 3 at offices of Crouch and Co, 
Basinghall st 
Mann, William, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Fancy Draper. June7 at 10.30 at office of 
Evans, John st, Bedford row 
Matthews, Jesse, New Swindon, Wilts, Tailor, June 5 at 2 at office of Foreman, 
Cricklade st. Swindon 
Minter, John, Cipenham Lodge, Southall, Brick Manufacturer, June 15 at 2.9 at 
office of Mackay and Co, Lothbury, Wilson, Cornhill 
Mohun, Martin, Herne Bay, Kent, Chemist, June § at 11.90 at offices of Eley, New 
Broad st 
Palk, Thomas George, Salisbury, Wilts, Grocer. June 1 at 2 at office of Hill and Royle, 
Crown chmbrs, Salisbury ? 
Parker, William Henry, Bowdon, Chester, Pertoher and Stiffener, June 9 at Sai olice 
of Addleshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st Manchoster 
Peas, t Samuel, Boston, Lincoln, Grocer, June 6 ag 12,90 at office cf Dyer, Charch 
ano, Boston 
Phillips, William Blackburn, and James Feld, Scarborough, York. Anists, Jane lat 4 
at office of Watts and Kitching, Queen st, og ey 
Pinna, Charles De, Ashwin st, Dalston Junction, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer, Jane 13 
at 3 at office of Goldberg and Langdon, West 
a I yonington, Southampton, Draper, June 6 at 1 at office of Scott, Corn. 
nil, Coxwe 
Platt, James, and Joseph Henry Hooper, Rrushfield st, Spitalfields, Glass Dealers, 
June 7 at 2 at office of Reed and Co, Guildhall chmbra, Basinghall st 
Plummer, Edward, Spring pl, Wandsworth ni, Chimney Sweep. June 5 at 2 at office 
of Moss, Gracechurch at ; 
Frola, Wises Robert, Sheffield, Builder, June 5 at 1 at ofice of Unwin, Queen at, 
Sheillek 
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Pyatt, James White, Burslem, Stafford, Baker. June 5 at11 at office of Ellis, Market 
1, Burslem 

Renger, Joseph, and Walter Ranger, Roman rd, Bow, Auctioneers, June 7 at 3 at office 
of Eastwood, Gt St Helen’s 

Rowcliffe, Frederick Peter, Rochdale, Lancaster, Grocer. June 12 at 3 at office of Oram 
and Co, Peter st, Manchester 

Rowe, John, Manchester, a — June 6 at 3 at Grosvenor Hotel, Deansgate, 
Manchester. Farrington, Manchester ‘ 

Ruther, Daniel, ‘Abergavenny, Monmouth, Fruiterer. June 7 at 10.5 at 2, Tiverton pl, 
Abergavenny. Hodgens, Abergavenny 

Sackett, pte A John, Finborough rd, West Brompton, Greengrocer, June 8 at 4 at 
office of Hanson, King st, Cheapside. Biggenden, King st, Cheapside 

Samways, William, Oak Cottages, Ealing, Carpenter. June 3 at 11 at office of Mac- 


Waring, William, Coventry, Builder. June 5 at3 at offices of Neale and Addison, Hay! 
lane, Coventry . ‘ 

Weldon, Charles, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Circus Proprietor. May 30 at 3 at offices: 
of Vachell, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Whysall, Samuel White, Ripley, Derby, out of business. June 9 at 3 at office of Heath, 
Amen alley, Derby ; 

bee _— ardiff, Glamorgan, Butcher. June 5 at 3 at offices of Jones, Mary 
st, i 

Wood, J 5 wee Worcester, Butcher. Juno 5 at 3 at offices of Hall, Wolverhamp. | 
ton st, Dudley ; 

Wood, William, Highbury New pe mighnty, Schoolmaster. June 3 at 2 at offices of 


Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Woodman, Harriett, Chatham, Hosier. June 5 at 2 at offices of Andrews and Mason, 


mullen, Praed st. Hyde pk 


Scott, John William, and Charles William Greenshield, a Isle of Wight, Drapers. 
oyce, 
Shears, Philip, jun, St Florence, Pembroke, Blacksmith. J une 12 at 12 at 2, Water st, 


June 8 at 11 at office of Hodgson 


June 9 at1l at Old Townhall, 
Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 3 
Silver, James, Wokingham, Carpenter. June 2 at1l at office of Dodd, Abbot’s walk, 


June 1 at 1 at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. 


Pembroke Dock. Thomas, Tenby “ 
Shirley, Joseph, Birmingham, Clothier’s Assistant. 
and Price, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Shirreff, Henry Robert, Manchester, Hotel Keeper. 
King st; Manchester. 


Reading 


Simister, James, and Martinson Coward, Leeds, Boot and Shoe Manufacturers. June 


5 at 3 at office of Craven, East Parade, Leeds 


Spanton, William, High st, Vauxhall cross, Timber Merchant. June 5 at 3 at office of 


rey, South sq, Gray’s inn 


Stenning, John, Brighton, Builder. June 12 at 3 at Old Ship Hotel, Brighton. Woods 


and Dempster, Brighton 


Stupples, John, Broadstairs, Kent, Boot and Shoe Maker, June 10at 2 at Guildhall 


Coffee house, Gresham st. Sparkes, Ramsgate 


Swallow, Richard, Lamb st. Spitalfields, Potato Salesman, June 3 at 10 at office of Dob- 


son, Minories 


Sykes, Moses, Southampton, Wholesale Potato Merchant. June 1 at 3 at office of 


Watts, Albion pl, Southampton 


Tapp, John, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Tobacconist. June 5 at2 at office of Burton, 


Beaumont st, Gainsborough 


Thorogood, Thomas, Blackstock rd, South Hornsey, Baker. June l4at 3 at office of 

Wetherfield, King’s Arms yd, Coleman st 

Tongs, James, Southampton, Fancy Goods Warehouseman. June 5 at 3.30 at offices of 
Speechley and Co, New inn, Strand. Lamport, Southampton , 

Toth June 5at 3 at offices of Friend, Post 


Hanson, King st, Cheapside. 


ill, George, East Teignmouth, Devon, Grocer, 
Officechmbrs, Gandy st, Exeter 
Trego, John, Plymouth, Devon, Financial Agent. 
Co, Frankfort st, Plymouth 


Turner, James Gough, Crawford st, Bryanston sq, Ironmonger. 


of Rae, Mincing lane 


Waldenmaier, North End rd, Fulham, Baker. May $1 at3at 270, High Holborn, Fox, 
June 14 at 11 at offices of Gold- 


St Mary’s sq, Paddington 

Ward, james, Gardener’s lane, Putney, Ironmonger. 
ring, White Lion st, Norton Folgate 

Ward, John, Heywood, Lancaster, Bricksetter. 
Heywood 


June 7 at 12 at offices of Rooker and 


June 7 at3 at offices of Todd, York st, 


Newport 


Albion st, Leeds 


Young, John Griffith, Darlington, 
Hutchinson and Lucas, Darlington 


Tronmonger lane. Dear, Gresham st 

Woolley, James, Church st, Bethnal green rd, Butcher, 
Cooper and Co, Lincolns inn fields 

York, William, Selby, York, Saddler, June 7 at 2 at offices of Simpson and Burrell,” 


May 31 at 3 at offices of 


Solicitor. June 7 at 12 at County Hotel, Durham, 
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Notices To CoRRESPONDENTS.—AJ/ communications intended for publication 4 
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The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected communi« ‘ 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is fuur times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 





HE FOLLOWING WORKS ARE NOW PUBLISHED. 
\RIMINAL PROCEDURE. — Procedure 


and Evidence relating to Indictable Offences, and 
Certain Rules ard Maxims of the Criminal Law. Specially 
intended to assist Students preparing for the Law Exam- 
inations. By 8. PRENTICE, Esq., of the Middle Temple, 
one of Her Majesty’s Counsel, Price 12s, 


AROCHIAL ASSESSMENTS.—Lumley’s 
Law of Parochial Assessments. 
Practical Commentary on the Statute 6&7 Will. 4, cap. 
%6, with an Appendix containing the Modern Statutes re- 
lating to Rating, including the Acts of 1962, 1864, and 1869, 
Seventh Edition. By W. C. GLEN, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law. Price 10s. 6d, 


SOLICITORS as ADVOCATES.—Practical 

J Suggestions in connection with Proceedings before 
Stipendiary Magistrates and Justices of the Peace, Actions 
in County Courts, Coroner’s Inquests, Courts-Martial, &e., 
with Observations on the Law and Practice in the above 
Courts. By D. M. FORD, Solicitor. Price 3s, 6d. 


London: SHAW & SONS, Fetter-lane, E.C. 





Ready May 23, in cloth, price 4s., for cash, post-free,3s, 6d. 


BSERVATIONS on the CONVEYANC- 
NG and LAW of PROPERTY ACT, 1 th 
SOLICITORS’ REMUNERATION ACT, 1591. “Written 
——, y weg ate clearly the effect of each 
e on the existing law. By AL. 
GIBSON and ROBERT M’LEAN, Solicitors. m — 
Publishers; Ruzvzs & Tuznzz, 100, Chancery-lane, 





| Bonuses hitherto allotted 
| _— cent. of Income. 
| extended, 


Explained in a | 





ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS,— 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms, 


AW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


EsTaBLIsHED 1823, 
Assets on 3lst December, 1881 ... oe £5,422,545 

eee 469,369 
«+ 13,040,312 


Income for the year 1881 ... ove 
6,198,991 


Claims paid to 3lst December, 188 7 
Expenses of Management, including ‘Commission, about 





on 


tes of Premium reduced. Free travelling Limits 

Loans granted on security of Policies, Life Interests, 
and Reversions. 

Commission allowed to Solicitors and others on Assu- 
rances introduced through their agency. 

Policies effected this year will participate in the Bonus 
on the 3lst December, 1884. 

Prospectus and Forms of Proposal sent on application 
to the ACTUARY. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery- 
ane, London, W.C. 

The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to up- 
wards of £1,600,000 sterling. 
Chairman—Jamzs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
Goldsmith-building, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C, Pzmngrton, Esq. (Lee & Pember- 

tons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business 
transacted. 

Whole World and Unconditional Life Policies granted at 
a slightly increased rate of Premium. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contingency 
of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

Advances made on Mortgage of Life Interest and Rever- 
sions, whether absolute or contingent, 

Prospectus, Copies of the Accounts as deposited with 
the Board of Trade, and every information sent on appli- 


nto 
FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary, 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE : DER : MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 

To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 4 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


eatery STENOGRAPHY (Taylor's 

Shorthand improved), by ALFRED JANES, Par. 
liamentary Reporter. Complete system for Amateur or 
Professional use, Simple, Jegible, thorough. — Thirty 
ed to AutHor, 5, Crofton-road, Camberwell, London, 








QacrTHAnD (Pitman’s.)—W. McWIL- 
\J LIAM, late of Exeter Hall, and Teacher of consider. 
able Experience, continues to give Private Instruction 
ensuring rapid progress—to members of the Legal Pro- 
fession and others at his own or pupil’s residence any — 
evening from 7 o’clock —For particulars, address or apply 
to 2, Sidmouth-street, W.0, 





SPECTACLES serene BLINDNESS. 
C a of those suffering from 


blindness can trace their calamity to the use of com- 
mon specwenes or lenses imperfectly adapted to the sight, 
Mr. HENRY LAURANCE, F.S.S., Oculist Optician, per- 
sonally adapts his IMPROVED SPEOTACLES at his resi- 
dence, 3, a eres, Euston-square, daily (Satur: 
days excepted), 10 to 4, Sir Julius Benedict writes :—“I 
have tried the principal opticians in London without 
success, but your spectacles suit me admirably. The clears 
ness of your glasses as compared with others is really 
a ge r, Bird, Chelmsford, late Sur, -Major, 
W.E.M., writes :—“I could not have believed it pe SH 
that my sight could have been so much improved and re- 
lieved at my age, 82. I can now read the smallest 
although suffering from cataract on the right eye. 
Similar testimonials from John Lowe, Esq., M.D., Lynn, 
Physician to H.R.H. the Prince of Wales; Ven. Arch- 
deacon Palmer, Clifton ; Lt.-Gen Macmul. 
the Rev. Mother Abbess, 8, Mary’s Abbey, 
hundreds of others, Mr, Laurance’s pamphlet 
tacles, their Use and Abuse,’’ post free. 





